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ABSTRACT
Anatomy of a Helping Situation: Some Personality
and Situational Determinants of Helping in a
Conflict Situation Involving Another's
Psychological Distress
(February, 1978)
Helene K. Feinberg, B.A., M.A., Temple University,
Ph.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Ervin Staub
The circumstances and individual difference variables
by which individuals choose to disrupt their routines in
order to respond to others' psychological distress, and
the form of this response are the underlying issues of
this study. The present study also represents a partial
test of a model developed by Staub. The model embraces
three aspects: situational, personality as a whole, and
personality prerequisites of helping.
The experimental situation was designed to present a
conflict between two goals: prosocial and achievement. A
subject and confederate were working on a time-limited
personality test (the achievement goal) when the confeder-
ate disclosed her concern (prosocial goal). The confeder-
ate's need for help was varied by making the problem with
her boyfriend temporally immediate (high need) or distant
vi
vii
(low need)
.
Individuals' motivation was assessed ty personality
tests which were subsequently factor analyzed to produce
two distinct factors, prosocial and achievement. Subjects
received factor scores and were divided at the median into
low and high groups. Thus, the study was a 2 x 2 x 2
factorial design, with low and high levels of the pro-
social and achievement personality factors and low and
high levels of the situationally manipulated need of the
confederate. Although no specific predictions were made,
it was anticipated that the prosocial factor would foster
responsiveness to the confederate and the achievement
factor would foster test-oriented behaviors. Personality
by situation interactions as well as prosocial by achieve-
ment interactions were anticipated but not specified.
Eighty-nine female undergraduates completed the two-
session study. Session 1, personality assessment, enabled
the development of the two personality factors. Subjects
within personality groupings were randomly assigned to
treatment conditions (Session 2). Three female confeder-
ates and two female experimenters were thoroughly trained
for their parts.
Dependent measures consisted of l) verbal categories,
2) nonverbal behavioral observations, 3) postexperimental
questionnaire items assessing subjects' attitudes toward
viii
the confederate, experimenter, and their own performance,
and ^) ratings of the subject by the experimenter and
confederate.
Analysis of variance was done for each dependent
measure. The high achievement-low prosocial individuals
were outstandingly helpful verbally in both low and high
need conditions. In the high need condition, high achieve-
ment-low prosocial individuals worked on the test during
their verbal interaction and later reported less positive
attitudes toward the confederate. Female high achievers
may prefer to excel in traditionally female areas like
interpersonal responsivity . In low need, these subjects
seemed to feel they could accomplish both test and inter-
personal goals consecutively, whereas in high need their
extended interaction necessitated their working and
interacting simultaneously. Their less positive attitudes
toward the confederate in high need may have reflected the
pressure they felt.
High prosocial-low achievement subjects were test-
involved in low need, but interacted with the confederate
and did not work on the test in high need. In low need
they appeared to feel that the experimenter's need for
help was greater than the confederate's. In high need the
confederate's greater need permitted these subjects to
feel comfortable interacting and not working. They held
positive attitudes toward the confederate in both need
ix
conditions
.
High achievement-high prosocial subjects were test
involved in low need but held positive attitudes toward
the confederate. In high need they behaved helpfully,
interacted extensively, and did not work on the test.
Their attitudes toward the confederate were less positive
they reported feeling less comfortable, and generally
appeared to experience conflict.
Subjects low on both of the personality factors
engaged in some test and confederate oriented behaviors
in both need conditions, but perceived the confederate
less favorably in high need.
In sum, person-situation interactions resulted as
well as within person interactions, evidenced by the
interdependence of prosocial and achievement goals.
Viewing either the prosocial or achievement factors alone
only one level of need, or only one type of dependent
measure would have presented a distorted picture of
individuals' responses.
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1CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The present study was undertaken to explore some of the
personality and situational determinants of individuals'
prosocial behavior in a conflict situation.
Definition of the Term, Prosocial Behavior.
Prosocial behavior refers to behavior by whicn an actor
produces some benefit for someone other than himself. The
degree of benefit and the degree to which self-sacrifice is
included may vary widely. The behavior may be directed at a
single individual or may serve a social cause, for example,
civil rights, which would benefit many people. The^ actor
may have varied motives, including self-serving ones (hoping
to be rewarded for producing benefits), but his help is not
coerced and it is not accidental. The term altruism applies
to a specific subset of prosocial behavior where the actor
may be judged to act without self-interest. He is not moti-
vated by self gain in the form of material or social rewards;
his sole concern is the desire to contribute to others' wel-
fare.
While the focus herein is on the prosocial behavior as the
end product, intentions or motives underlying action are con-
sidered in an attempt to improve prediction of behavior. It
is partly because of the difficulty in assessing motivations
2and intentions underlying prosocial behavior, that is, for
pragmatic reasons, that emphasis is most often placed on pro-
social behavior as the outcome or end product rather than on
prosocial intention. In the present study, however, emphasis
will be placed on personal values (leading to concern about
others' welfare), and on personal goals, which presumably
motivate or inhibit the tendency to act prosocially.
In this introductory chapter, personality and situational
determinants of helping will be briefly considered. Second,
an approach to understanding how personality and situational
determinants may combine in influencing prosocial action
will be presented. Third, a test of this approach will be
introduced and will constitute the remaining text of this
dissertation
.
An additional and important goal of the present study is
to explore a heretofore unexplored type of helping situation:
helping in response to another person's psychological need.
The rationale for the selection of psychological need was to
extend the research on helping into an area which has received
little attention, that of the psychological need for help.
Although much research on spontaneous helping in emergency
situations or donations to charity has been done, the more
commonplace occurrence where individuals are confronted with
others' psychological needs has not been done. The violent
death of Kitty Genovese acted to facilitate research on help-
ing, in particular by calling attention to thirty-eight
witnesses who were unresponsive. Latane and Darley (1970),
given impetus by this case, gave impetus to the study of
helping behavior in psychology. The research has remained
largely in the context of physical needs: emergency helping
in response to a physically endangered victim (Bickman,
1972; Clark & Word, 1974; Isen, 1975; London, 197O; Pilia-
vin, 1975; Schwartz, 1975; Staub, 1975), donations to
charity (Bryan, 1975; Schwartz, 197^; Feinberg & Staub,
1975), and working to alleviate poverty, inequality (Cowdry,
Kenniston & Cabin, 1970; Haan & Block, 1970; Rosenhan, I970)
The present study sought to broaden the domain of helping
behaviors that are experimentally studied.
Issues in Studying Helping Behavior.
The study of helping behavior has been largely explora-
tory and often not theoretically oriented. With increasing
numbers of research studies on helping, numerous relation-
ships between variables have been uncovered, as well as
numerous inconsistencies among studies, presenting some
issues to those working in the area.
First, the determinants of helping vary from one study
to the next, with variation in the type of dependent measure
utilized (Gergen, Gergen & Meter, 1972; Staub, 197^). As
Gergen
,
Gergen and Meter comment, "various types of pro-
social activities will appeal to or motivate people for
different reasons..." On the other hand, it is possible
that the determinants of prosocial behavior, and particular-
4ly the personality characteristics which have been studied
were 1) too specific or, alternatively, irrelevant to the
particular type of helping investigated, and 2) based on
measures lacking reliability and validity.
A second issue is that personality determinants of help-
ing have not been extensively investigated in the research
literature. Among the reasons for such neglect is social
psychologists' attention to the social-situational determin-
ants of helping. Influential in this regard was Hartshorne
and May's (1929) findings suggesting that honesty was
situationally determined. Further, in the important res-
earch by Latane and Darley (1970), no personality differences
were found between helpers and nonhelpers. Also, several
writers have recently questioned a trait approach in person-
ality research (Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Mischel, I968).
Personality measures have met with low and inconsistent
correlations with helping measures. These results may be
due to personal inconsistency, mood fluctuations, or to the
fact that trait scores are obtained in reference to neutral
circumstances which would represent only a rough approxima-
tion of a somewhat preferred response (Gergen, et al
.
,
1972).
Finally, typical research has studied the relationship of
single personality measures with one prosocial measure,
disallowing for interactions among personality determinants
and for the possibility of significant relationships among
subpopulations
.
5Gergen, et al_^, cogently presented the argument that
seeking trait dispositions that will predict prosocial
activity is misguided. "General statements of the type,
'Gregariousness is negatively associated with prosocial
behavior,' or 'Need approval is positively associated with
prosocial behavior,' have been viewed as significant goals,
but wrongly so." In the Gergen, et al^, (1972) study there
was little consistency in the traits that predict prosocial
activity in the various forms. The types of prosocial behav-
ior included counseling high school students, male or female;
helping to conduct an experiment on deductive thinking or
unusual states of consciousness; and collecting class mater-
ials. As predictors, several scales of the Edwards Personal
Preference Inventory, a scale measuring consistency of self-
perception (Gergen & Morse, 196?; Morse & Gergen, 1970),
Zuckerman's test of sensation-seeking (Zuckerman, Kolin,
Price, and Zoob, 196^), and a test of self-esteem (deCharms
& Rosenbaum, 1960) were utilized. Only five of the seven
traits for which there was significant prediction, predicted
for more than one instance of prosocial behavior; in two
instances, the traits predicted in the opposite direction
for the second instance of a significant relationship. Their
conclusion emphasized that "whether a relationship exists and
the nature of this relationship depends on the type of situa-
tion in question." They continue that "what is needed, then,
is a trait disposition approach that fully takes into account
6the nature of the situation and the helping behavior required
....Systematic alterations of the situation with accompanying
assessment of differential personality contributions would
add much to understanding" (Gergen, Gergen & Meter, 1972).
A third issue is that typical research has explored the
influence of situational factors on single helping dependent
measures avoiding the matter of the potential of the situa-
tion to elicit particular trait dispositions (Gergen, et al
.
,
1972). It is a major goal of the present study to illustrate
the interrelationships of situational and personality factors.
"In order to predict helping behavior, we have to consider
the possibility for rewards and punishments inherent in the
situation, as well as characteristics of individuals which
affect their internal reactions" (Staub, 197'^. Pp- 335-336).
In sum, research on helping has investigated either single
personality variables or single situational variables in
attempts to predict a single dependent measure of helping.
What is needed is a multidimensional approach including
1) several personality factors, 2) several situational fact-
ors, and 3) several helping dependent measures in order to
investigate interactions.
The Importance of Person-Situation Interactions.
The importance of studying person-situation interactions
has been recently underscored by several psychologists (e.g.
,
Argyle & Little, 1972; Bem & Allen, 1972; Bowers, 1973;
Endler, 1973. 1975; Mischel, 1973; Staub, 197^)- The
7recent trend toward an interactionist position appears to stem
from either a criticism of the trait approach (Endler & Hunt,
1966; Mischel, 1973) or criticism of the situationist posi-
tion (Bowers, 1973). as pointed out by Ekehammer (197^). The
interactionist position has existed in a theoretical context,
albeit lacking empirical support, in the works of Kantor (1924),
Lewin (1935). Angyal (19^1). Murray (1938), and Sullivan
(1953)' Briefly, the interactionist position argues that
variance accounted for by person-situation interactions is
greater than that accounted for by these variables singly in
main effects. The situation is generally construed as the psych-
ological situation, or subjective situation, in contrast to
the physical or objectively descriptive situation. The per-
son is generally defined as the contribution made by subject
variables or individual difference variables. Mischel (1973)
states that "the ability of individuals to cognitively trans-
form the meaning and impact of stimuli in any given situation
...makes it even more unlikely that the assessor will discover
a priori broad equivalence classes of stimulus meanings for
many individuals across many situations, unless they all
transform the stimuli in the same way." Thus, in order to
predict prosocial behavior, subgroupings of individuals with
tendencies to "transform the stimuli" or interpret the situ-
"See Epstein (1975) for arguments against the^ utility of the
interactionist position and in favor of a trait approach in
personality. He views the analysis of variance model as not
relevant to behavioral stability and suggests a self report
method
.
8ation in a similar fashion, must be uncovered first. Also,
just as subgroupings of individuals become pertinent, so do
subgroupings of situations. The situations must present
roughly equivalent stimuli from which individuals can then
differentially select the elements of interest to them. The
present study represents an a priori attempt to uncover and
utilize such subgroupings in research. Staub (19?^^) pre-
sented a prosocial personality factor derived from careful
post hoc factor analysis which was related significantly to
students' helping an individual in a nonemergency physical
distress situation. Staub's (197^) prosocial factor demon-
strated that personality variables could feasibly be merged
through factor analysis to provide strengthened predictor
variables. The present study utilized the factor analytic
approach to form subgroupings of individuals scoring high or
low on personality factors relevant to the helping situations.
Person-Situation Characteristics and the Prediction of
Helping
.
The myriad of personality and situational variables acces-
sible for the study of prosocial behavior must somehow be
reduced. The subsequent discussion, which provides a model to
guide this selection of variables for study is derived primar-
ily from Staub and Feinberg (19??).
Overview :
According to Staub and Feinberg (1977). person characteristics
that are important for helping to occur will be both general
9and specific in nature. If the characteristics are general
they would contribute to the likelihood of the individual's
helping in many situations. Such general characteristics might
include values and the tendency to respond empathically to
others (Aronfreed, I968; Hoffman, 1977; London, 197O; McKinney,
1971
;
Murphy, 1937: Olejnik & McKinney, 1973; Rokeach, 1973;
Rosenhan, 197O; Stotland, I969). These characteristics might
contribute by making help a desirable outcome. If such general
personality characteristics are present and if helping is to
occur, it is also important that no conflicting values are
activated to counteract the impact of the desire to help. Also,
a person, to make the transition from desire to action, might
need what Staub has called an "action tendency." "An action
tendency probably has several elements; a sense of control over
events, leading to confidence about one's ability to bring
about desired outcomes, might be the most important one.
Courage and adventurousness might be preconditions for action
in some situations" (Staub & Feinberg, 1977). The action ten-
dency is general in that it is probably important for any form
of behavior that requires personal initiative. In regard to
helping, the action tendency might be required in some situ-
ations, for example, where the stimulus cues that help is
required are ambiguous, but not in others. In cases where the
potential helper is directly requested for help and the required
help is delineated, an action tendency would be less necessary.
Therefore, in regard to helping, an action tendency would
10
be considered a specific personality characteristic: imp-
ortant in some helping situations and not in others. For
example, first aid skills would represent a more specific
competency which could be required from the would-be helper
in particular situations.
An illustrative study by Schwartz, Feldman, Brown and
Heingartner (1969), although methodologically imperfect,
attempted to study the personality correlates of moral
conduct in two conflict situations. In one situation,
involving the temptation to cheat, need for achievement was
positively correlated with not cheating; in a helping situa-
tion (aiding another person in solving a jigsaw puzzle), need
for achievement was positively correlated to not helping.
Need for affiliation, on the other hand, was unrelated to
cheating and positively related to giving help. They
assumed that cheating would undermine a personal sense of
accomplishment for good performance, and therefore, those
high in achievement would be less likely to cheat. The need
for affiliation is related to a desire to establish and main-
tain positive interpersonal relationships. It was hypothe-
sized that "nAffiliation would be related to giving help to
a peer who requests it rather than ignoring this opportunity
for personal contact at the risk of antagonizing him"
(Schwartz, _et al
.
,
I969) . Also subjects who did not cheat
were no more likely to be helpful than those who did cheat.
The importance to subjects of giving help was assessed with
11
four of Kohlberg's moral dilemmas, and the level of moral
thought attained by subjects successfully predicted to
conduct in both situations in a morally consistent direction.
"Despite the seeming lack of consistency in conduct, an
underlying morally relevant characteristic was present and
effective" (Schwartz, et al^, I969). They concluded that
the apparent lack of consistency resulted in part from the
mitigation of the influence of morally relevant person
characteristics by other variables. Consideration of
important "morally neutral" dispositions activated by cues
present in situations of moral conflict should permit pre-
diction of those occasions when conduct will or will not be
morally consistent.
To conclude the overview, "in order to predict whether a
person will behave prosocially in a particular situation or
not, it is necessary to understand first, the kind of values
or goals that might be activated by the nature of the situa-
tion. Of these goals, only those that the individual
possesses can be activated in him. The extent to which the
activated values combine or conflict with each other, and
the resulting dominance by one value or another (e.g.,
helping another person or trying to achieve personal success)
will be one determinant of helping behavior. Further, the
specific characteristics that are demanded by a situation
from a would-be helper, and the degree to which a person
possesses them ought to be considered to improve prediction
12
of behavior" (Staub & Feinberg, 1977). The present study
investigated some of the subjects' goals, the hierarchical
relationship of these goals, and the behavior produced by .
the activation of competing goals in the experimental situ-
ation.
A Prosocial Personality Factor and Helping Behavior.
A recent study by Staub (197^) found a variety of person-
ality characteristics to be related to helping a person in
physical distress. In that situation, helping required
actively going into the next room from which the distress
cues were issued. The confederate in that study then sought
to elicit further helping behavior by making specific requests.
What is of particular interest here is that "some of the forms
of helping were related to scores on a variety of personality
measures, including Kohlberg's measure of moral stages,
Christie's test of a Machiavellian orientation, Schwartz's
test of ascription of responsibility to the self for others'
welfare, the degree of importance assigned to (the rating of)
a variety of Rokeach's values, and others" (Staub & Feinberg,
1977).
An important finding from that study was that "...Many of
the value-related personality tests (loaded high) on one
factor and the relatively high correlation of scores derived
on the basis of that factor with most measures of help
suggests that beyond the specific aspects of personality
measured by each test there is a more general prosocial
13
orientation that is characteristic of individuals, which
may predict helping behavior of different kinds" (Staub
, 1974,
p. 333). The possible components of such a general prosocial
orientation will be considered next.
On the basis of Staub' s (197^) prosocial factor and on
the basis of theoretical analyses (Staub, 1974; Staub, 1978 ;
Staub & Feinberg, 1977) some general personality characterist-
ics considered important for the prediction of individuals'
prosocial behavior were assessed for the present research.
Those individual personality characteristics which were
assessed and subsequently entered into the factor analysis
by which the prosocial factor was derived will be discussed
briefly here. The prosocial factor, refined after a series
of two separate factor analyses, became an independent
variable in the present study. The details of the factor
analysis will be presented in the Method chapter of this
dissertation
.
Role taking ability , or "the capacity for taking the role
of others, to perceive their feelings and the probable or
actual consequences of events on their internal or physical
states" (Staub & Feinberg, 1977). Role taking would be,
probably, a precondition for experiencing empathy or for the
activation of prosocial goals in many situations. Still,
such a capacity would not guarantee that a person would take
the role of another in a given situation. Hogan's Empathy
Test (1969) was thought to best operationalize role taking.
14
Empathy
,
the individual's parallel affective response to
another person's emotional state, is often discussed as an
important general determinant of helping. It has been dem-
onstrated that adults are affectively responsive to the
emotional states of others (Berger, 1962; Craig & Weinstein,
1965; Lazarus, Speisman, Mordkoff & Davison, 1962; Murphy,
1937? Stotland, I969). Unfortunately, it is not known
whether this affective response is parallel to the observed
other's. The research measures the ability, not the tendency
to respond affectively since the instructions which produce
the arousal directs subjects' attention to the victim
(Stotland, I969; Berkowitz, 1970). Presently, there is
little evidence that empathy motivates prosocial acts. Most
often in everyday life there are opportunities to avoid
direct exposure to the others' distress (Staub & Baer, 1974),
or to adopt a set which interprets events so as to alter or
eliminate empathic response (Lazarus, I968). Murphy (193?)
in extensive observations of nursery school children, found
that some children became visibly upset in response to
another child's distress, acted to relieve the other's
distress, and consequently experienced emotional upset of
shorter duration than those children who became upset but
did not act. There may be the reinforcement of reduced
arousal when individuals give help. Those who do not learn
to reduce their emotional arousal by helping, may learn to
do so by avoiding or reinterpreting the distressing situation.
15
For some individuals the internal representation of the
distressing event retains impact despite the disappearance
of the external stimulus cues. For these individuals,
empathy may be closely linked to prosocial values.
Empathy as here defined is particularly difficult to
measure directly. Several items on a scale devised for the
present research and labeled "Orientation to Others'
Psychological Needs" attempted to measure individuals'
perceptions of their own degree of empathic response
tendency.
Individuals' preferences for certain outcomes or end
states constitute their personal goals . Internalized values
and norms contribute to individuals' goal setting. Beliefs,
values, and social norms have been considered important
motivators of prosocial behavior, probably because these
are personal characteristics which make it important for the
individual to behave in a certain fashion.
Personal goals may be organized within the individual in a
fairly stable rank ordering of goals. The constituent goals
may be the same for many individuals sharing a culture, but
the order of importance assigned to the goals may vary widely.
Personal goals are activated by situations, although not
all personal goals are activated by a particular situation.
A subset of goals will be activated. Aroused goals might
stand in the same relationship to one another as they do in
the individual's total hierarchy. Rokeach (1973) discussed
16
the rank ordering of values in the way the rank ordering of
goals is discussed here. A value, as defined by Rokeach,
"is a prescriptive or prescriptive belief." Allport (196I,
p. 45^) defined a value as "a belief upon which a man acts
by preferences." A personal goal is viewed here as a pre-
ference for or an aversion for an outcome which is implied
by the definition of value. The terms could be used inter-
changeably, but the term personal goals places more emphasis
on the potential motivating power of these preferences (see
Staub & Feinberg, 1977).
The reliability ( test-retest ) of rank ordering of values
on Rokeach 's measure averages about .63 with a one and a
half year interval. For shorter time periods, the average
reliability is slightly higher. This level of reliability
suggests there is some flexibility to the rank ordering. In
different situations which arouse subsets of goals, there
may result a new ranking within the subset which is closely
tied to the specific characteristics of the situation. For
example, certain situations may activate certain goals with
greater strength due to the urgency or immediacy of certain
situational demands. Additionally, it is likely that indi-
viduals perceive the applicability of goals to situations
as variable. Staub (1976, 1978) discussed the "range of
applicability" as the
nature of stimulus conditions to which a personal value
or goal is applicable. For example, for some individuals
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the value of consideration for others may apply only to
friends, but in relation to employees or strangers this
value is irrelevant. When rank orderings of values are
obtained in the abstract (Rokeach, 1973) it is not possi-
ble to ascertain how wide or narrow the range of
applicability of the subjects' values are, and hence, the
ability to predict behavior from these rank orderings is
somewhat limited" (Staub & Feinberg, 197?)
.
Norms, as a term, is often used interchangeably with
values. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) defined norms as general-
ized social expectations, or rules that specify the kind of
behavior that is expected of people in specific situations.
Ideally, norms can guide behavior when individuals are not
under surveillance, i.e., the norms are internalized (Kelman,
195^)
•
In this way, norms and values overlap. Norms,
perhaps, would be the narrower term since many personal
goals or values are not readily phrased in normative terms.
Norms specify appropriate behavior in situations, but only
inconsistently suggest desired outcomes. Helpfulness can be
a personal goal and a norm, but intellectual pursuits cannot
be easily viewed as a norm.
Personal goals were measured in several ways. Rokeach 's
Values Test (1973) was modified (ranking form changed to
Likert-type rating scale form) and used. Machiavellianism
(Christie & Geis, 1970) was used to assess individuals'
general interpersonal orientations. It was assumed that
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those individuals who approached others as means to their
own ends (high Machiavellian scorers) would be less pro-
social in orientation. Certain items on the "Orientation,
to Others' Psychological Needs" and a second scale devised
for this research labeled "Affiliation" were utilized as
well
.
Schwartz (1970) has suggested that an individual's
tendency to ascribe responsibility to the self for others'
welfare (AR) is an important determinant of helping and has
devised a measure to operationalize this tendency which was
used in this study. "Ascribing responsibility to the self
for others' welfare might be regarded, on the one hand, as
a manifestation of a personal value. On the other hand,, it
might be an indicator of the strength or intensity by which
a person holds values that refer to others' welfare, and
thus an indicator of value-behavior consistency in the realm
of helping behavior. It is possible that among individuals
who strongly value the welfare of others, some have formula-
ted more clearly, and believe to a greater degree, in their
own responsibility to contribute to others' welfare"
(Staub & Feinberg, 1977).
The Helping Situation and Its Characteristics.
As earlier pointed out, there is a need in current
psychological research for a classification of situations.
With a "systematic way of conceptualizing the domain of
situations and situational variables ... (we could make) rapid
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progress in studying the role of situations in determining
behavior" ( Frederickson, 1972, p. 115). Staub and Feinberg
(1977) suggest that
a way in which to begin such a classification of situa-
tions may be to specify the dimensions along which
situational characteristics that empirically have been
found relevant to helping vary. Depending upon the
location of a particular situation along such dimensions,
the degree of force of the situation in leading to help-
ing behavior or in inhibiting helping behavior and the
likelihood of the influence of various kinds of person-
ality characteristics might both be specified.
The findings of research on help given to others in
physical distress or danger was used to isolate some of the
situational influences on helping behavior and will be
described briefly. These influences here presented as
situational dimensions, seem applicable to other areas of
helping behavior as well. The following description of the
dimensions is from Staub and Feinberg (1977). although the
original presentation of these dimensions can be found in
Staub (1978).
a) The degree to which conditions lead to an unambiguous
perception of a person's need for help. Both clarity in
contrast to ambiguity of need, and variations in the
definition of the situation by other people as one in
which help is or is not needed have been found to affect
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prosocial behavior (Clark & Word, 1974; Bickman, 1972;
Staub, 197^; Yakimovitch & Saltz, 1971).
Either as a separate but related dimension, or sub-
dividing this dimension into a definitional and an
action component, circumstances that require responsive
versus self-initiated helping might be differentiated.
Sometimes stimuli indicate clearly both the need and the
kind of action that is required, and a person may even
receive a specific request to do something. At other
times, under conditions of uncertainty, ambiguity,
decisions need to be made and initiative is therefore
required to help. To the extent that helping behavior
will be a function of variation in personality in the
latter situation, an interesting question is the extent
to which general prosocial characteristics versus speci-
fic ones might be important.
b) The degree to which responsibility for help is
focussed on a particular person versus diffused among a
number of people. Research findings have shown that
when a person is alone he is more likely to help than
when other people are present; that when a person is
together with a blind person he is more likely to take
action than in the company of a sighted person; and so
on (Latane & Darley, 1970; Ross, 1971; and many others).
c) Cost factors represent another dimension; greater
costs lead to less helping. The costs might be of a
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variety of kinds, including material costs such as the
degree of physical danger, or of time and other resources
that are required; social costs, the degree to which one
might suffer disapproval for not helping or disapproval
for helping (the costs of helping and of not helping).
Having to forego the satisfaction of conflicting goals
and motives aroused by the circumstances should also be
included among costs.
d) The degree to which conditions are likely to acti-
vate social norms or personal goals promoting prosocial
behavior or lead to empathic reactions, might be regarded
as a further more abstract dimension. To some extent,
all the previous dimensions are relevant here: ambiguity,
where the responsibility is focussed, and so on. In
addition, the severity of a person's need, the immediacy
of the impact of the distress cues (for example, how near
or far they are) and their duration, might also be rele-
vant (Staub & Baer, 19?^)- In addition, the degree to
which conditions focus attention on the self, particularly
creating self-concern or concern about others' reactions
to one's behavior (Berkowitz, 1970; Isen, 1970; Staub,
197^) or simply lead to preoccupation with a task and
thus decrease attention to the external world (Darley &
Batson, 1973) is likely to decrease the activation of
relevant norms, values, and goals.
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e) Finally, scattered in the research literature
there is indication, particularly in research not related
to physical distress, that the existence of a relation-
ship to a person in need, even as minimal as the belief
that a stranger is similar to oneself, or expecting to
spend some time in the future with a stranger, enhances
the likelihood of empathic reactions and of prosocial
behavior (Hornstein, 1972; Stotland, I969).
An a priori analysis of the help eliciting situation
developed for the present research v/ill serve to illustrate
the concept of the "match" between situation and personality
characteristics that is considered necessary for help giving
to occur.
Constructing the Experimental Helping Situation.
A conflict situation was desired. To create conflict, a
confederate's need to discuss an interpersonal problem was
juxtaposed against a time-limited task. The manipulated
situational factor, labeled degree of need (N) , had two
levels: mild psychological need, where the interpersonal
problem was temporally distant, and moderate psychological
distress, where the problem was temporally immediate. In
terms of the situational dimensions cited above, the con-
federate in mild distress presented the subject with a)
ambiguous need, b) focused responsibility (no others were
present), c) situational costs which involved loss of time
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from the task, d) moderate degree of activation of social
norms (it is difficult to ignore someone who is making
repeated attempts to talk with you in a face to face situ-
ation)
,
and minimal activation of prosocial goals, since
the need of the confederate was minimal, and e) moderate
basis for empathy, since confederates were selected so that
they would appear similar to the undergraduate female sub-
jects; however, there was no prior relationship and no
expectations of future interaction. A parallel analysis
can be done for the moderate need or moderate psychological
distress situation. Increasing the degree of need was
expected a) to increase the clarity of the situation, b) to
increase the individual's responsibility, since the confed-
erate's dependency was heightened, c) to increase the
situational cost of loss of time from the task (a more
important problem is assumed to require more time for
discussion)
,
d) to increase the salience of prosocial goals
and to heighten activation of social norms, and e) to
increase the basis for empathy, since more cues of the
confederate's emotional state were apparent.
Staub (197^) discussed the impact of the need manipula-
tion in a field study of emergency helping where the
victim either suffered a knee injury or an apparent heart
attack
.
Generally information about the source of a person's
distress may reduce ambiguity and thus increase the
2^
likelihood that aid will be given him, but this infor-
mation also specifies the degree of his need for help,
that is, the utility of help, how important it is for
him to receive aid, and how much benefit the help may
produce. The greater the need, the more motives to
help may be activated. Social norms as well as personal
values that prescribe help are presumably more imperative
when someone's need is great, and both the social and
personal costs of not helping would be greater. This
concept of degree of need is similar to the concept of
dependency employed by Berkowitz (Berkowitz, 1972;
Berkowitz & Daniels, I963). Berkowitz's research demon-
strated that people extend more effort to aid another
who is more rather than less dependent on them in
acquiring rewards (Staub, 1974, p. 303).
A Preliminary Model for the Prediction of Helping Behavior.
For ease of discussion the model may be separated into
three principal levels with the understanding that these
levels are, most likely, interdependent. One level involves
the prerequisites for help-giving. Included here are l) com-
petence aspects and 2) motivational aspects. The second level
is broader and involves the personality context. The person-
ality context refers to all the motives which an individual
values, of which helping is merely one motive. The third
level concerns the situation. In any particular situation
not all motives would be relevant, and some motives would be
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relevant to a greater or lesser extent. Consequently, if
helping is to be predicted for any situation, an analysis
of the motives which are potentially relevant to the sit-
uation needs to be done. Once these motives are specified
together with the degree of "press" for these relevant
motives, predictions can be made about groups of individuals
who value the relevant motives to greater or lesser degrees.
For example, if the situation presses for helping to a great
degree, i.e., the need for help is great, an individual who
possesses a weak motive to help may still help if other of
his more strongly valued motives which are also relevant to
the situation don't offset the strong situational press to
help. These same individuals, motivated toward helping in
the strong press situation, might not help in a situation
where the need for help can be more easily construed as
minimal. On the other hand, groups of individuals highly
valuing helpfulness, i.e., strongly motivated to help, would
be less affected by the level of press of the situation and
more likely to help in both situations.
Individuals' perceptions are influenced by their motives,
values, and goals. It is difficult to catalog a situation
indenendently of the individual (or group of individuals)
experiencing it. The individual would select or attend to
those dimensions of situations that "match" with his/her
goals. Where several goals are activated, the person's
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ranking of goals in accord with his valuing of each would
interact with the strength or importance of the goals in
the particular situation.
Application of th e Model to the Experimental Helping
Situation
.
The model can now be applied to the experimental helping
situation using the three levels introduced above.
l^velj^: One aspect consists of the requirements
or skills necessary for a person to be able to help.
These may be called competence requirements. In the
present study, the confederate's psychological need con-
cerned difficulties with a boyfriend. This problem was
selected to decrease the likelihood that the undergraduate
participants in the study would have difficulty responding
due to lack of similar experience or competence. The
competence requirements of the helping situation were
therefore minimal. A second aspect would be motivational
prerequisites, or the prerequisites for a person to be
willing to help. The motivational prerequisites for
helping were operationalized by the prosocial factor.
Individuals scoring high on the prosocial factor were
expected to meet the motivational prerequisites for helping
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whereas low scoring individuals were not so expected.
Lacking either set of prerequisites, a person is less
likely to help.
Iievel_2: A person may be able and willing to help,
but still may not help. Level 1 might be both necessary
and sufficient to predict helping if situations involved
the activation of one motive at a time. Because one
motive situations would rarely, if ever, occur, the
broader personality context of helping also needs to be
considered. In this context, the organization of
the individual's personality in terms of a hierarchy
of valued motives is important. For different individuals
it is expected that different motives would be more or
less important. For some individuals, helping might be
very low in the hierarchy of motives. For others, it
is conceivable that several motives would be held equally
important, i.e., all considered to merit the same high
ranking. How helping ranks relative to other important
motives (important in terms of the individual's own
subjective reactions) is the major consideration with
respect to Level 2 of this model.
The personality context could not be studied in its
entirety here for reasons of practicality. Rather, the
experimental situation was analyzed to determine which goals
it potentially could elicit aside from those directly related
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to helping. These personal goals included some which were
expected to enhance helping, such as affiliation, nurturance.
Others were expected to inhibit helping, such as obedience,
achievement. These "level 2" personality characteristics
were measured by the Edwards Personal Preference Inventory,
as well as two questionnaires developed for this study and
labeled simply "Affiliation" and "Achievement." The latter
incorporated items relevant to obedience as well.
Level 3 : Here the situation enters the model. If help-
ing is to be predicted, the motives relevant to the particu-
lar situation must be analyzed. An estimate of the weights
or the degree of importance each motive has in the particular
situation must be assessed. It is assumed that the greater
the number and dissimilarity of independent judges who
contribute to the assessment of the situation, the more
likely the assessment will approach objectivity. The
direction of influence of each situationally relevant motive,
that is, whether the motive facilitates or inhibits helping,
must be considered as well.
Summary
.
The present study assessed personality characteristics of
subjects in advance of the experimental session in which
they were exposed to a confederate in mild or moderate
psychological distress., These personality characteristics
were factor-analyzed in an attempt to find dimensions of
29
personality better able to predict behavior than any single
personality measure could predict. The prosocial behavior
expected was responsiveness to, and encouragement of, the
confederate, which could take verbal and/or nonverbal form.
The prosocial behavior was expected to result when the
individuals' relative ranking of the importance of two
motives, the prosocial or helping motive and the achievement
motive, favored the prosocial motive. When individuals
favored achievement relative to helping, higher frequencies
of test-taking behavior than helping behavior were expected.
If both motives were similarly and highly valued by indivi-
duals, psychological conflict was expected in the form of a
fairly even mix of helping and test- taking behavior. If
both motives were similarly but minimally valued by individ-
uals, a low level of helping behavior was expected. In
other words, it was expected that individuals for whom the
motives were differentially important would resolve conflict
in favor of the motive to which they attributed greater
importance. The importance individuals assigned to the
motives in the particular situation was expected to depend
in part on the personality variations measured in advance
and the situational variation of the confederate's degree
of need which was experimentally manipulated.
HYPOTHESES
1. Main Effect for Situations.
The situations selected for study varied the degree of
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psychological distress a confederate presented to subjects
(high or low). This factor is referred to as the Need
factor (N). The context of the need for help remained
constant: subjects were engaged in taking a personality
test when the distress was presented. It was hypothesized
that conflict between helping and test-taking would be
minimized where the need for help was low and maximized
where the need for help was great. In the low need situ-
ation, the subjects' continuing to work on their task
seemed an appropriate response. In the second situation,
the high need situation, working on the test could no longer
be easily construed as the appropriate response alternative.
Responding to the other person's need in the high need
situation was expected to be a salient behavioral alterna-
tive. This led to the following hypothesis: there would be
greater help-giving to the confederate by individuals in the
high need situation than by individuals in the low need
situation.
2. Main Effect for Personality.
Personality variables relevant to the experimental
situations were grouped into two summary factors on the
basis of factor analyses: variables supportive of helping
(referred to as the prosocial personality factor, P) , and
variables supportive of test-taking (referred to as the
achievement personality factor. A). It was hypothesized
that subjects with a high score on the prosocial factor
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would respond more to the confederate than subjects with a
low score on the prosocial factor. Subjects with a high
score on the achievement factor were expected to respond
less to the confederate than subjects with a low score on
the achievement factor.
3. Interaction Hypotheses.
Interactions were expected for personality and situation-
al factors. Because the study is, in many ways, a prelimin-
ary test of a preliminary model, more specific predictions
seem inappropriate. The actual assessment of situations is
relatively untried, and the use of personality factors for
prediction of behavior in experimental situations involving
helping has been, to the author's knowledge, utilized only
once previously, by Staub (197^).
CHAPTER II
PROCEDURE
Overview of the Desiffli.
The design of the study was a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial with
two levels of the experimentally manipulated psychological
need, two levels of the achievement factor, and two levels
of the prosocial factor. The psychological need manipulation
was achieved by constructing two versions of a script detail-
ing an immediate (high need) or past (low need) problem which
a confederate presented to subjects individually. The
achievement and prosocial factors were derived through factor
analysis of a battery of personality tests. Subjects, on the
basis of factor scores, were divided at the median into high
and low prosocial and achievement groups. Within each person-
ality grouping, subjects were randomly assigned to experimental
treatments
.
Selection of Subjects.
The subjects were 102 female undergraduate students en-
rolled in various psychology courses at the University of
Massachusetts in the Spring semester, 1975' One of two exper-
imenters went to the classes to present the study. The
experiment was presented as an attempt to learn about the
organization of normal personalities. The rational presented
was that in many studies of personality, single aspects are
selected for study rather than the organization and inter-
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relationships among several aspects. Students were told that
since a more comprehensive understanding of personality was
sought, the study necessitated two sessions and a total of
3 hours. Sign-up sheets were handed out for the first 2-hour
session. Volunteers were told to expect a second 1-hour
session that would be arranged by phone later in the semester.
Experimental credits (3) or a combination of credit (2) and
cash ($2) were offered as incentive.^ It was specified in
advance that payment would be made at the conclusion of the
second session.
The attrition rate from the first to the second session was
low. One person refused, 2 were inaccessible after repeated
attempts by phone and post. Ten additional subjects were omit-
ted from the analysis due to their expression of suspicion
during the second session. An additional 13 subjects were
retained despite their expression of suspicion on the post-
experimental questionnaire, which attempted to elicit such
expressions of suspicion. Due to occasional equipment mal-
function, some data on additional subjects was incomplete.
In sum, 89 subjects completed the study and are included in
the data analysis.
Many faculty members in the Psychology Department in 197^/5
limited the number of experimental credits accepted toward
students' grades. Since the study required 2 sessions and 3
hours, and since students might exceed the maximum number of
credits allowed, the cash incentive was included. About half
the subjects chose credits only; the remainder chose the com-
bination of credit and cash.
3^
PersonalitY Assessment - Session I. Deriving the Two
Nonmanipulated Independent Measures; Prosocial Motive and
Achievement Motive.
Selection of the Measures ; The prosocial personality
measures were selected partly on the basis of research
relating individual personality measures to prosocial
behavior and partly on the successful results of Staub
(197^) in deriving from factor analysis of several measures
a prosocial factor. The prosocial factor which emerged in
the present study, therefore, represented a partial repli-
cation of the prosocial factor developed by Staub (1974)
with male subjects.
The achievement related personality variables were sel-
ected on the basis of the theoretical approaches of
McClelland and Atkinson (1953). V/einer (197^), and the
review of achievement motivation of women by Stein (1973).
Instrum.ents and Measures ; A battery of personality
measures was administered in an initial two-hour session.
The testing was introduced with a written statement
explaining "that the study is an attempt to better under-
stand the personality characteristics of normal individuals.
The objective is to discover how various aspects of
personality relate to each other. Because of our attempt
to get a more complete picture of individual personality,
the testing session is fairly long." The full introduction
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is included in Appendix A.
Despite the lengthy session, most participants appeared
to sustain their involvement. The measures utilized will
be summarized shortly in the order in which they were pre-
sented to subjects. Copies of these measures are included
in Appendix A.
Factor Analysis of the Personality Measures : The goal
of the factor analysis was to obtain two composite person-
ality factors which would become two of the three indepen-
dent variables of the study: a prosocial personality factor
(P) and an achievement personality factor (A). Personality
measures were divided into two subsets according to their
likelihood of contributing to each of these goal factors.
Factor analysis was done using the Biomed program,
X72 version, varimax rotation. Each of the two preselected
subsets of variables was analyzed separately. There were
102 subjects for these analyses. The factor analysis of
one subset included 40 of the variables hypothesized to be
related to a prosocial tendency. The first factor which
emerged from this factor analysis was an affillative factor;
the second factor was a prosocial factor. On the basis of
this initial analysis, Ik variables were selected which,
when factor analyzed, resulted in a first factor with
prosocial content. Please see Table 1 for a listing of
the variables and their loadings.
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The factor analysis of the second subset included 20
variables hypothesized to be related to achievement. The
first factor which emerged did have achievement related
content. To further improve the subject/variable ratio,
several variables were eliminated. The final achievement
factor was based on the factor analysis of 15 variables.
Please see Table 2 for the listing of these variables and
their factor loadings.
Subjects received two factor scores based on l) the
14 variable prosocial factor, and 2) the 15 variable
achievement factor. They were divided at the median on
each of these factors such that four personality groupings
emerged: 1) subjects low on prosocial and achievement,
2) subjects low on prosocial and high on achievement,
3) subjects high on prosocial and low on achievement,
4) subjects high on prosocial and achievement.
The Measures.
Marl owe -Crown e Social Desirability Scale ;
Description: Items were selected from a number of
personality inventories and included in the present scale
if they met two criteria: 1) the item must have "cultural
approval" (a statement generally accepted as laudable by
society), and 2) the same item must be "untrue of virtually
all people" (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). All items discrimin-
ating at the .05 level between high and low total scores
were included, resulting in 33 true-false items. Eighteen
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TABLE 1
VARIABLES LOADING ON THE PROSOCIAL PERSONALITY FACTOR
RESULTING FROM THE 14 VARIABLE FACTOR ANALYSIS
'
Variable Factor Loading
1. Acceptance of Responsibility for
Others' Welfare
.5o6
2. Machiavellianism
-.60?
3. Equality (Rokeach)
.461
^. Broadminded (Rokeach)
.359
5. Forgiving (Rokeach)
.479
6. Helpful (Rokeach)
.552
7. Honest (Rokeach)
.497
8. Responsible (Rokeach)
.154-
9. Desire to be Interpersonally
Sensitive
.485
10. Listen to Others, but Not to Intrude .055
11. Listen Attentively
--035
12. Feel Upset When a Stranger Upset .17^
13. Affiliation (Edwards) .415
14. Nurturance (Edwards)
-556
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TABLE 2
VARIABLES LOADING ON THE ACHIEVEMENT PERSONALITY
FACTOR RESULTING FROM THE 15 VARIABLE FACTOR ANALYSIS
yar-iable Factor Loading
1. Social Desirability
. 3'75
2. Ambitious (Rokeach)
.266
3- Obedient (Rokeach)
.396
4. Self Controlled (Rokeach)
.180
5. Desire To Excel
.658
6. Desire To Do Better Than Others
.257
7. Desire To Improve
.558
8. Desire To Receive Acknowledgment
.038
9. Academic Achievement
.578
10. Major Area Achievement •
.359
11. Desire To Do One's Best Despite
No Interest
.661
12. Desire To Do One's Best At Job
Despite No Justification .641
13. Achievement (Edwards) .209
14. Deference (Edwards) .076
15. Aggression (Edwards) -.076
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items are keyed true and 15 false to reduce the confounding
influence of a yea-saying or nay-saying response set.
Reliability: Internal consistency is .88 using the
Kuder-Richardson formula 20. A test-retest reliability
correlation with a one-month interval was .88 (5? subjects
were used)
.
Validity: Behavioral data presented by Crowne and
Marlowe (196^) demonstrate that high need for social
approval subjects (identified as high scorers on the
measure) are more yielding than low need subjects to the
demands of the experiment, i.e., they are more conforming.
Correlations with the Edwards Social Desirability Scale
are .56 on the average, and with the Barron Independence
of Judgment Scale, -.56. Of the three measures (Marlowe-
Crowne, Edwards, and Barron), the Marlowe-Crowne was the
best predictor of conforming behavior (Crowne & Marlowe,
1964).
Rationale for inclusion of this measure: A concern
with socially acceptable behavior could relate to subjects'
desires to achieve or to help, or both, since both are
socially acceptable forms of behavior. Consequently, it
was considered of interest to establish whether and how
this variable related to the independent variables of this
study. As it emerged from the results of factor analysis,
social desirability did not contribute to either the pro-
social or the achievement factor.
^0
Schwartz's Ascription of Responsibility to Oneself for
the Welfare of Others ;
Description: Items refer to actions having inter-
personal consequences (Schwartz, I968). Each item also
provides "a rationale for ascribing responsibility for
these actions away from the actor." Acceptance or
rejection of the rationale is interpreted as an indicator
of a tendency to ascribe responsibility to the self or
away from the self. Major rationales incorporated into
the scale and supported by factor analyses of the scale by
Schwartz include: "extreme provocation, role requirements,
conformity, lack of intentionality .
"
Reliability: Internal consistency ranged from .6? to
.78. Test-retest reliability is .68.
Validity: AR (ascription of responsibility to oneself
for others' welfare) scores predicted participation in
voluntary social service activities among a sample of male
and female undergraduates. Its correlation with intellig-
ence was low. Peer ratings of behavior and scores on AR
when split at the median were significantly related, .37
for a group of 28 subjects.
Rationale for inclusion of this measure: The willingness
to ascribe to oneself responsibility for others' welfare
appears logically related to the likelihood of initiating
helpful behavior. In a situation where individuals do not
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contribute to the problem and are involved only circum-
stantially, high AR scores might be expected to assume
responsibility and to attempt to alleviate the problem.
Individuals scoring high on AR were demonstrated to be
more likely to volunteer their help (Schwartz, 1974) and
to initiate action to reduce another's discomfort (Staub,
1974). Therefore, this measure was included in the study
on both logical and empirical grounds.
In the factor analysis which included both potentially
help-related variables and achievement-related variables,
AR emerged as a strong contributor to the helping or pro-
social factor (.606).
Rokeach's Values Test ;
Description: Two tests of values were included:
terminal values, which relate to individuals' preferred
goals or end-states, and instrumental values, which relate
to individuals' preferred modes of behavior. In each case,
18 values were selected for individuals to rank order from
most to least preferred. A slight modification of this
procedure was introduced in the present study. After rank
ordering the values, subjects were asked to rate each
value on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 representing most
valued. Since rank orders are not independent, using this
procedure enabled independent values to be obtained.
Rokeach selected items for terminal values on the basis
k2
of lists generated by a review of the research and by two
samples, 30 graduate students and 100 Michigan adults.
Instrumental values were derived from Anderson's (1968)
list of 555 trait adjectives. In both cases, lists were
reduced by elimination of words referring to temporary
states, extreme words, physical characteristics, sex-linked
characteristics, and negative words (Rokeach, 1973).
Reliability: Test-retest reliability averages .70 for
college students, where the testing interval is 2 to ^
months. Where the testing interval is l^ to 16 months,
the test-retest reliability averages .65.
Validity: Ranking of values in a sample of college
students at Michigan State was related to Civil Rights
activities: those participating in demonstrations ranked
the value equality fifth, those sympathetic ranked equality
eleventh, and those unsympathetic ranked equality seven-
teenth, out of eighteen values. Blacks on the average
ranked equality second, while a matched sample of whites
ranked equality twelfth.
Rationale for inclusion of this measure: On logical
grounds, it seemed plausible that the values individuals
consider highly important would correlate with their
willingness to take some action when such values were
activated by a situation. In situations which activate
several of the individual's values simultaneously, the
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relative importance of these activated values to the
individual could determine the value selected as the
basis for action. While most individuals in this society
hold such values as helpful, obedient, responsible, as
well as the desire for social recognition, self-respect,
and others, it was reasoned that individuals would rate
these values differently in terms of their importance. In
this way, the tests would contribute to the differentiation
of those individuals with more or less prosocial and
achievement orientations.
Results of factor analysis from the point of view of
Rokeach's Values Test: Values which loaded on the pro-
social factor included: equality (.^6l), forgiving (.479),
broadminded (.359). helpful (.552), and honest (.497).
One value, obedient, loaded on the achievement oriented
factor (.396).
Not all values were entered into the factor analysis.
Those excluded after preliminary analysis were: a comfort-
able life, an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, a
world at peace, a world of beauty, family security,
pleasure, freedom, happiness, inner harmony, mature love,
national security, salvation, self-respect, social recog-
nition, true friendship, wisdom, capable, cheerful, clean,
courageous, imaginative, independent, intellectual, logical,
loving, and polite. Such eliminations were necessary in
order to approach an optimal subject-variable ratio for
the factor analysis.
4^
Hogan's Empathy Scale :
Description: The test consists of 6k true-false items
balanced for acquiescence. Items were derived on the
basis of responses of groups rated for empathy (high, low)
on the California Personality Inventory, the MMPI
, and a
pool of IPAR items. Samples included military personnel,
research scientists, and engineering students.
Reliability: Test-retest reliability after two months
is .8^. Using the KR-21 formula for a sample of 100 mili-
tary men, the coefficient was .?! (Hogan, I969).
Validity: In a study of the scale's validity, Hogan
(1969) reports that ratings of subjects for empathic
behavior and their test scores correlated .58. In a
sample of 70 medical school applicants the correlation was
.^2. The empathy test scores correlate positively with
CPI scales measuring interpersonal skills (correlations
range from. .3^ to .62). A sample of delinquents scored
29' 1 on the average while college students scored 39-1
(Hogan. 1969).
Rationale for inclusion of this measure: Empathy, as
construed by Hogan (1969) in the construction of the scale,
is a cognitive ability involving a person's capacity to
take the role of another. It was reasoned that where the
need for help is psychological and not an emergency in-
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volving physical distress, role-taking ability could be an
important factor contributing to the observer's recognition
that the other person has a real need for help. Additionally,
it was reasoned that an individual with good role-taking
ability as measured by this scale might also be more
interpersonally sensitive. Such sensitivity, it was postu-
lated, might be a component of the prosocial orientation.
As it happened, this reasoning was not supported by the
factor analysis. This measure did not contribute to the
prosocial factor.
The Machiavellianism Scale :
Description: Items were designed to tap three content
areas: l) interpersonal tactics, 2) views of human nature,
and 3) abstract or generalized morality. There are 20
items in a standard 6-category Likert format, 10 scored in
each direction to minimize indiscriminate responding.
Reliability: The split-half reliability for the Mach
scale averages .79'
Validity: The scale is not correlated with IQ or with
political ideology. It is negatively correlated with the
F-scale. High scorers tend toward stereotyping. Correla-
tions with Wrightsman's Philosophies of Human Nature Scale:
-.6? trustworthiness, -.5^ altruism, -.4? independence,
-.38 strength of will, -.08 complexity, +.08 variability.
High Machiavellianism scores correlate positively with
^6
achievement on a task, manifest hostility (Siegel) +.60,
anomie (the Cornell scale) +.51, hostility (the Buss-Durkee
inventory) +.^7, external locus of control (Rotter) +.^3,
and suspicion (Buss-Durkee) +.40. Christie and Geis (I970)
view the positive correlation with external locus of control
as reflecting the high Mach's disbelief in people rather
than a sense of not having control. Machs tend also to
rate others less positively, not negatively, but less pos-
itively than low Machs. Also, Machs do better under
ambiguous experimental conditions (see Christie & Geis,
1970).
Rationale for inclusion of this measure: Machiavellian-
ism was included as a general measure of interpersonal
orientation. It was expected that Machiavellianism would
load negatively on a factor of prosocial orientation and
perhaps would load positively on a factor of achievement
orientation. A person scoring high on Machiavellianism
would be likely to approach others in a utilitarian fashion.
Therefore, unless the high Mach stood to gain by helping,
helping would be unlikely. The possibility of Machiavell-
ianism loading highly on the achievement factor was
considered since it correlated positively with achievement
on a task reported by Christie and Geis (1970).
Results of factor analysis from the viewpoint of Mach:
Machiavellianism loaded negatively (-.607) on the prosocial
^7
factor. It did not load on the achievement factor.
A Test of Achievement !
A direct, undisguised questionnaire on achievement was
devised in order to measure achievement as a generalized
motive and also as a unitary concept comprised of several
more specific achievement motives. Following six general
questions which attempt to separate achievement from compe-
tition motives are thirteen questions on particular areas
of achievement, including both intellectual and social
aspects. Two additional questions attempt to separate
achievement motivation from obedience or conformity
motivation (see Appendix A).
Rationale: The achievement questionnaire was to pro-
vide an assessment of both general and specific aspects of
achievement. Through the inclusion of items that could be
specifically related to the experimental manipulation of
the second session, more accurate prediction of behavior
was attempted.
Results of the factor analysis with regard to achieve-
ment: No single summary score was assigned for the measure
since by construction it was not intended to be unidimension-
al
.
Indeed, preliminary factor analysis on a small sample
of male pilot subjects (N = 15) indicated that it was not
unitary. In the present study, selected items from the
achievement test were submitted to the factor analysis.
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Those achievement items which were thought to relate to
achievement in general and to achievement in the experi-
mental situation were included. Items related to
achievement in specific areas which were irrelevant to
the experimental situation were not entered into the
factor analysis. Several emerged as contributors to the
final achievement factor. These items included: the
desire to excel (.658), the desire to improve one's per-
formance (.558), the importance of academic achievement
(•578), the importance of achievement in one's particular
area of academic concentration (.359). a willingness to
do one's best without interest (.661), and a willingness
to do one's best simply because it is part of the job
(.641). One item, "the desire to do well in the area of
interpersonal sensitivity, the desire to be aware of and
understanding of others' feelings and circumstances,"
loaded on the prosocial personality factor (.485).
Affiliation ;
A direct, undisguised questionnaire on affiliation was
devised to measure affiliation as a nonunitary motive
which varies in terms of the target person with whom
affiliation motives are expressed. To accomplish this
goal, several questions relating in general to affiliation
were asked and repeated with the reference persons changed.
There were four reference persons included: l) a friend of
the same sex, 2) a friend of the opposite sex, 3) someone
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just met of the same sex, 4) someone just met of the
opposite sex.
Rationale: Affiliation was considered as a motive
which might logically be related to helping another
person in psychological need. Those individuals express-
ing a desire to affiliate with others with whom they are
not well acquainted might express their affiliation
motive through a willingness to help another person.
Items anticipated as directly relevant to the subse-
quent experimental manipulation were entered into the
factor analysis. That is, those items reflecting attitudes
toward affiliation with others of recent acquaintance were
factor analyzed. None of these items contributed to either
the prosocial or the achievement factor.
Orientation to Other's Psychological Needs :
A questionnaire was devised which assessed subjects'
perceptions of their responsitivity to others ' overtly and
covertly expressed needs. General questions relating to
interpersonal sensitivity were repeated for each of four
reference groups: l) a good friend, 2) an acquaintance,
3) a family member, 4) a stranger. Several additional
questions were included to assess subjects' perceptions of
interpersonal competence in particular problem areas.
Problem areas included were the reference other's fool-
hardiness, love relationships, family members' illness,
schoolwork.
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Rationale: This questionnaire was included in order to
assess individuals' perceived competence in responding with
sensitivity to a stranger's psychological needs where the
problem related to a love relationship: that is, the
.
subjects' perceived competence in situations similar to
the situations which would be subsequently confronted in
the second session.
None of these items contributed to either the prosocial
or achievement factors.
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule :
Description: Scales originated from a list of manifest
needs postulated by H . A. Murray. Items are paired and
forced-choice in format. The Edwards Schedule measures 15
personality variables: achievement, deference, order,
exhibitionism, autonomy, affiliation, intraception
,
succorance, dominance, abasement, nurturance, change,
endurance, heterosexuality , and aggression.
Reliability: Test-retest reliability averages .80.
Internal consistency averages .75'
Validity: According to Euros (1970), there is little
available data on validity. Correlations with the Calif-
ornia Personality Inventory are not readily explainable
(for example, nAch on EPFS correlated with the sociability
scale of the CPI and not with CPI achievement scales).
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Rationale: The test was included as a standardized
measure which included scales of several of the personality
motives which logically related to the experimental
manipulation.
Results of factor analysis with regard to EPFS: Five
of the scales were included in the factor analysis:
affiliation, nurturance, deference, achievement, and
aggression. The Affiliation and Nurturance scales
contributed to the prosocial factor (.^15 and
-555,
respectively). The Achievement scale contributed to the
achievement factor (.207).
Experimental Manipulation - Session II.
The third independent variable, and the only manipulated
independent variable, varied the degree of psychological
need which confederates presented to subjects. The need
was manipulated through two versions of a script: l) the
problem was immediate (high need), 2) the problem was past
(low need). (See Appendix B.) Pilot testing revealed
that the two situations were perceived as presenting
greater and lesser degrees of need overall.
Overview of Session II ; The experimental room con-
sisted of a large, low table with -two comfortable chairs
on adjacent sides. One chair was pushed in and the other
was pulled out, the latter facing a one-way mirror. The
experimenter waited in the experimental room, sitting on a
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sofa across the room from the table. When the subject
arrived, the experimenter greeted the subject and asked
her name. She was asked to take a seat and told that they
would wait for one more person who was also scheduled for
that time. The subject, arriving first, sat in the pulled
out chair approximately 95^ of the time.
The confederate arrived two to three minutes after the
subject (unless the subject was late). If the subject was
late, the confederate left her things on the chair at
right angles to the one-way mirror and stepped out for a
minute. Again, the confederate returned a few minutes
after the subject arrived. The subject and confederate
were not introduced by the experimenter. Both were given
oral instructions for the first test, and the experimenter
then left the room. (See Appendix C.)
Experimental Manipulation ; The confederate did the
test along with the subject. After approximately 8 minutes,
the confederate initiated the script sequence. In both
need situations, the confederate told the subject that she
was having a difficult time concentrating, that the second
passage on the test (see Appendix C) reminded her of some-
thing that had happened to her the previous evening. In
the high psychological need condition, the confederate pro-
ceeded to tell the subject, in a prearranged sequence of
disclosures, that last night her boyfriend of two years'
duration had told her that he wished to end their relation-
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ship. He offered no explanation. In the low psychological
need condition, the confederate told the subject that the night
before she saw her ex-boyfriend with whom she'd parted company
a year ago after a serious two-year relationship. He had offer-
ed no explanation at the time and a year later she could only
guess at his reasons for ending their relationship.
Three female confederates were carefully trained for the
situation. Their ages were 19, 21 and 21. They each memorized
their scripts as well as the timing of delivery and length of
pause between disclosures and/or subjects' responses. A back-
ground history was created so that each could present the same
"factual" background in answer to questions potentially raised
by the subjects. This background material can be found in
Appendix B, rules for the interaction (e.g., eye contact, dur-
ation of pauses, etc.) in Appendix D, and the basic scripts for
low and high need conditions can be found in Appendix B.
Subjects were randomly assigned to the experimental condi-
tions. Neither the experimenter nor the confederate were aware
of the prosocial or achievement levels of the subject. The
2
verbal interaction was audio taped. One of two experimenters
observed in the next room through a one-way mirror and
recorded nonverbal behavior on an Es terline-Angus event
recorder. Both experimenters recorded nonverbal behavior for
several of the sessions in order to estimate reliability.
Each experimenter memorized all instructions and procedures
to insure consistent presentation of the study. Both experi-
menters were female and 2? years old.
5^
After a 20 minute period, the experimenter returned in
order to introduce the "beginnings test," or written self-
disclosure (see Appendix E). This test was included to
provide an additional opportunity for subjects to express
concern or support over the confederate's previously
stated problem, but less directly by writing. The first
paragraph of this test was to represent how they, as
individuals, might begin to get to know another person.
The subsequent two exchanges were to be responses to what
the other person had written. The confederates memorized
a standard first paragraph which they used consistently.
The confederates' subsequent responses had to remain
indeterminate so that they could be responsive to subjects'
particular remarks, but these responses remained within
the bounds of the created character. (See Appendix F for
confederate's guidelines for self disclosure.) The experi-
menter was present during this test and kept track of three
5-minute writing periods. Additional time was allotted
for the subject and confederate to read each other's
disclosure between these three periods.
After the self-disclosure task was completed, the
experimenter requested that one of them leave and wait for
the experimenter in an office down the hall (see Appendix
G). The confederate volunteered and left. The subject
was given a postexperimental questionnaire to fill out and
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was then asked for her reactions to the study. Following
the questionnaire (Appendix H)
, the subject was extensively
debriefed (see Appendix I).
Dependent Measures.
The dependent measures are grouped into several broad
classes: nonverbal, verbal, rating, and postexperimental
measures. An additional three scores were assigned sub-
jects' behavior: l) willingness to engage in further
interaction, 2) self-disclosure, and 3) suspicion. Within
each of the broad groupings are several dependent measures
falling into that domain. There are summary measures for
each of the groupings as well. The results section will
be organized into these groupings as well. Each of these
groups and their constituent categories will next be
described
.
Nonverbal Behavior Measures During Interaction ; An
Esterline-Angus event recorder was used by the experimenters
to record the nonverbal behavior which occurred during the
programmed interaction. The two experimenters recorded
simultaneously for a sample of the sessions in order to
estimate the reliability of the nonverbal data. The six
nonverbal behaviors measured and their reliability were:
1) direction of gaze or the amount of time the subject
spent looking at the confederate (abbreviated as attention
to C; 78?^ agreement), 2) wiviting, or the amount of time the
subject spent writing on the test while the confederate
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attempted to interact; 68.4% agreement), 3) change of
position in the chair or the time the subject spent in a
position closer to the confederate than the initial
position (abbreviated as movement toward C; occurred too
infrequently for calculation of reliability), 4) subject's
change of position in chair to increase her distance from
the confederate (movement away from C; occurred too in-
frequently for calculation), 5) duration of subjects'
smiling {61.2% agreement), 6) orientation toward the test
booklet, i.e., the time the subject spent reading and
turning the pages of the booklet during the confederate's
disclosures {67% agreement; see Appendix J for more
detailed definitions). Frequency was coded for each of
the above categories as well as duration. Each category
was analyzed separately.
Summary of Nonverbal Categories ; Three composite
categories were created: positive behaviors (categories
1 + 5)> negative behaviors (categories 2+6), and the
subtraction of the negative composite category from the
positive composite category. The subtraction was expected
to reflect the relative balance of confederate- and test-
oriented behaviors. Scores approaching 0 would reflect
an even mix of confederate and test oriented behaviors
and, presumably, could reflect subjects' psychological
conflict. This category will be abbreviated as the conflict
category and is considered the key summary measure of the
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nonverbal dependent measures.
Global Ratings of Sub.jects ; At the conclusion of each
experimental session (the second session), the experimenter
and confederate independently rated subjects on 5-point
Likert-type scales for several categories of behavior.
The categories and their reliability in terms of Pearson
rs were: 1) general responsiveness (.58), 2) changes topic
away from the confederate's concern (.5^), 3) offers polite
sympathy (
.
31 ) , ^) gives advice (.6^), 5) gives reassurance
or attempts to calm (.48), 6) asks questions (.70),
7) relates own experience (.85), 8) gives sincere
sympathy (.70). These correlations were all significant
at the .001 level. (See Appendix K for more explicit
definitions of categories.) Also rated were overall
impressions of the subject's suspiciousness (.28),
nervousness (.36), and friendliness (.68). The confederate
and experimenter each estimated her liking for the subject
as well (.22). A rating of the subject's willingness or
suggestion for further interaction was included as well
(.93).
Measures of Subjects' Verbal Response During Interaction
with the Confederate ; Each script was divided into four
units determined by the introduction of new information by
the confederate. Scoring began immediately following the
confederate's introduction of the problem, not with the
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confederate's initial transitional comments. The first
unit, designated the first quarter period, corresponded to
the subject's responses to the confederate's disclosure
which began "Last night..." (high need) or "Last year..."
(low need). (See Appendix B.) Responses to the confed-
erate's next disclosure constituted the second quarter
period: "I don't really know what happened..." The third
quarter period was comprised of responses to the confeder-
ate's disclosure which began "I feel really miserable..."
(high need) or "I remember I felt miserable..." (low need).
The fourth quarter period was introduced by the confederate's
statement which began "I wish he would talk to me..." (high
need) or "I wish he had been willing to talk..." (low need).
The coding system: Verbal responses of the subject to
the confederate were coded into 13 categories. These
categories were derived from a larger number of categories
generated on logical and empirical grounds. An initial list
of categories was generated by the author in an attempt to
anticipate all possible responses to the experimental situ-
ation. This list was revised during pilot testing when
several variations of response to the situation became
available. A naive coder, not familiar with the study,
independently coded a sample of 20 transcripts (10 high and
10 low need conditions), as did the present author. Initial
average percent agreement between coders was 77^. After
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discussion, the list of categories was reduced to the
present 13 categories. A second naive coder, not previous-
ly involved with the study, coded a new sample of 20
transcripts solely on the basis of written definitions.
Percent agreement improved to 79^ overall and with dis-
cussion agreement improved to 8??^. Coding entered into
the data analyses was based upon agreement after discussion.
Where discrepancies in coding persisted, the present
author's coding was included. The categories and their
reliability in terms of percent agreement before and
after discussion respectively included: l) attempts to
return to work (100^, 100^), 2) suggestions that the con-
federate leave (disengagement; 100%, 100%), 3) expressions
of reluctance to become involved in the discussion, for
example, "I don't know what to say," (no occurrences).
It was anticipated that these three categories would relate
negatively to helping. Further categories were: ^) minimal
responses (e.g., "mmhm," "uhhuh"; 91%» 97%) > 5) irrelevant
information (100%, 100%), 6) response to the stimulus
passage on the test (100%, 100%). These categories were
expected to be neutral in relation to helping. Categories
anticipated to relate positively to helping included:
7) opinions (^5%. 65%), 8) general questions (92%, 97%).
9) standard sympathy (65%, 86%), lO) subjects' relating
own experiences (97%, 100%), 11) advice OWo, 97%),
12) problem oriented questions (79%, 100%), and 13) support
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(58f., 67fO. Detailed definitions of all categories are
included in Appendix L.
A response unit was defined as 1 ) a shift or change in
thought or topic, 2) a change in category. Where the same
thought or category continued for two or three sentences
it was scored once. The smallest coded unit was category
^, responses such as "mmhm" and "uhhuh . " Laughs would
also be included in category I]-. Where a category 4
response was immediately followed by a more elaborate
response, it was not scored; the more elaborated response
was scored. Therefore, the units were the frequency of
occurrence of each category. Frequencies of each category
were tallied within the ^ time periods.
Summary of Verbal Dependent Measures ; Each verbal
category was summed across the ^ time periods providing a
total frequency of occurrence for each category. These
summary analyses will be reported in the Results section.
Additionally, a fourteenth category was created and
labeled "total responses." Total responses refers to the
grand total of all responses made by each subject regard-
less of the particular category. Total responses was
considered the key verbal summary category. Next,
frequency of occurrence of each category in each time
period was tallied as were totals of responses across
categories for each time period. Finally, category
frequencies were summed across time periods, and these
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category totals were summed across categories to arrive at
a grand total of responses.
Willingness for Subsequent Interaction with the Confed-
erate ; An indirect request or covert invitation was
included at the conclusion of each script. ("I know we're
supposed to be doing the test now. It's been good to talk.
I'd like to talk some more.") The subject's response to
this was rated independently of the other verbal categories
as follows: 1 = no response from the subject; 2 = refused
with excuse offered; 3 ^ subject hesitantly agreed to
continue; ^ = subject immediately agreed; 5 = subject
initiated an offer to interact further prior to the
confederate's indirect request.
Self Disclosure : Self disclosure, or the "beginnings
test," presented to subjects (Appendix E), was coded as
follows: 1 = no reference to the confederate's prior
disclosure made by the subject; 2 = the subject, in the
last of the three paragraphs of the self disclosure test,
made a reference to the problem (the confederate had
referred to her boyfriend in the preceding paragraph);
3 = the subject, in the second paragraph, referred to
their earlier conversation; k ~ the subject, in the first
paragraph of the self disclosure test, referred to the
confederate's previously expressed concerns.
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The Postexperimental Questionnaire : The postexperiment-
al questionnaire was designed primarily as a manipulation
check. Items measured the subject's perceptions of the
confederate, the importance of the tests to the subject,
the importance of the tests to the experimenter, and
subjects' estimates of the confederate's need to talk.
Also, the questionnaire provided an indirect opportunity
early in the questionnaire for the subject to express
suspicion. Later in the questionnaire subjects were
directly asked if they felt suspicious of any aspect of
the experiment,. Finally, subjects were asked if they felt
any suspicion in regard to the other person (the confed-
erate). (See Appendix H.)
Subject's Suspicion Score: Suspicion was coded in the
following manner:
1 = subject not suspicious after completing the post-
experimental questionnaire;
2 = subject suspicious by page ^ or 5 of the post-
experimental questionnaire;
3 = suspicion expressed on page 1, 2, or 3 of the post-
experimental questionnaire;
4 = suspicion expressed on the "beginnings" or self-
disclosure test;
5 = suspicion expressed during the confederate's oral
presentation, i.e., the subject confronted the confederate
by challenging or questioning her role in the experiment.
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There were a total of postexperimental questionnaire
items which were analyzed separately. No summary scores
were constructed for this grouping.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Overview of Results
.
Many dependent measures were utilized in the study and have
been analyzed in 2 x 2 x 2 factorial designs. Two levels of
the manipulated variable, need (low and high), two levels of
the nonmanipulated prosocial personality factor (low and high),
and two levels of the nonmanipulated achievement personality
factor (low and high) comprise the independent variables of
the study. The dependent variables are grouped into several
broad classes: l) verbal response measures (l4 categories),
2) observed nonverbal measures (10 categories), 3) global
ratings of the subject by the confederate and experimenter
(13 categories), 4) the subjects' perceptions as expressed in
the postexperimental questionnaire (^4 items), 5) a suspicion
score, 6) a self disclosure score, and 7) a further interact-
ion score. The significant results for each set of depend-
ent measures will be presented separately. Next, inter-
correlations among dependent measures as well as correlations
of selected personality measures with dependent measures will
be included.
Abbreviations will be used at times in an effort to improve
readability. The abbreviations used are: P, prosocial per-
sonality factor; A, achievement personality factor, N,
manipulated need factor; N x P x A, interactions among the
independent variables. These abbreviations appear in the
6k-
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tables of results along with "1" to represent the low level
of each variable and "2" to represent the high level.
Additionally, please note that only significant effects,
p .05, will be included.
The prosocial factor correlated with the achievement
factor
.20 (p .02). A separate factor analysis of all var-
iables contributing to the two factors resulted in the
emergence of the same two factors. In sum, the factors were
considered sufficiently independent.
The original cell N's were: N^P^A^, l4; N^P^A^, 11;
N^P^A^, 12; N^P2A2. 13; N^P^A^
, 1^; N2P2A^
, 12; N2P2A2. 13;
^2^1^1' ^2^1' N2P^A2. 11; N2P2A2, 15- The final
cell N's varied depending on the particular class of depend-
ent measures used and can be found in the first table in each
series.
Manipulation Checks.
The postexperimental questionnaire provided manipulation
checks. Items were analyzed individually in a 2 x 2 x 2 anal-
ysis of variance. The confederate was perceived as more
unhappy (F = 59.97. df = 1/83, P .001; = ^.02, 5-80),
more depressed (F = 35-60, p .001; = 3-^8, X^ = 2.18),
more worried (F = 21.^^, p .001; X^ = ^.35, = 5-31). less
at ease (F = 7.^1, p .02; X^ = -^-96, X^ = ^.20), less self-
reliant (F = 5.31. P .02; X^ = 3.12, X^ = 3.76), and in
greater need of help in the high than in the low need con-
dition. Overall, as intended by the experimental design, the
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confederate's distress was perceived as greater in the high
need condition (See Appendix for tables).
Main effects for the personality factors occurred as well.
High prosocial subjects believed they did a better job rep-
resenting themselves on the first test (interrupted by the
confederate's need). Also, relative to subjects rated
satisfying the experimenter as more important. High achievers
considered the confederate less boring, and more sensitive.
They felt more comfortable with the confederate and consider-
ed it of greater importance to respond to the confederate
that A^ subjects. It appeared that the high prosocial sub-
jects were concerned with helping the experimenter while the
high achievement subjects were involved with the confederate
(see Tables 22, 23, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33).
Verbal Dependent Measures.
The summary category for verbal dependent measures is
total responses. This represents the frequency of verbal
responses, regardless of content. The total response categ-
ory resulted in main effects for the achievement and prosocial
factors as well as a prosocial by achievement interaction
(see Table 3)
•
Unexpectedly, low prosocial individuals demonstrated a
higher frequency of total response than did high prosocial
individuals. As further support of this result, lov/ rather
than high prosocial individuals preferred more minimal
responses and problem directed questions (Tables 4 and 5)-
0/
TABLE 3
VERBAL CATEGORY, TOTAL RESPONSES
Cell Means
(n=13) (n=10) (n=ll) (n =7)
^1 11-23 12.30 11.82 14.29
A2 25.80 11.00 26.75 li^.39
(n-10) (n-13) (n =8) (n=13)
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df F p
N 55. 00 1 55 00 .42 ns
P 52-^. 83 1 52-4- 83 .05 .048
A 1034. 72 1 103^1- 72 7 .97 .006
NP 12. 63 1 12 63 .29 ns
NA 4. 5^ 1 4. 54 .04 ns
PA 1215. 32 1 1215. 32 9 .37 .003
NPA 1 . 36 1 1
.
36 .01 ns
Within cell 9991. 65 77 129. 76
TABLE ^
VERBAL CATEGORY, MINIMAL RESPONSE (TOTAL FREQUENCY)
Cell Means
N, N
P, P ~P p
3.23 2.10 2.73 3.71
A2 6.20 3.2^6 4.38 1.92
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS f P
N 10.98 1 10.98 I./4.5 ns
P 35.57 1 35.57 ^.70 .033
A 28.91 1 28.91 3.82 .05^
NP 2.33 1 2.33 .31 ns
NA 25.01 1 25.01 3.31 .073
PA 30.20 1 30.20 3.99 .049
NPA Z+.25 1 4.25 .56 ns
Within cell 582.^5 77 7.56
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TABLE 5
VERBAL CATEGORY, PROBLEM DIRECTED QUESTIONS
Cell Means
2.31 2.00 1.^6 1.71
^2 3-70 1.92 5.88 1.77
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Sourc e SS df MS F P
N
.13 1 .13 .02 ns
P 32 .^5 1 32 .^5 5 .05 .028
A 37 .75 1 37 .75 5 .87 .018
NP 2 .92 1 2 92 .^5 ns
NA 12 .96 1 12 .96 2 .02 ns
PA 39 .22 1 39 .22 6 .10 .016
NPA 10 .63 1 10 .63 1 .65 ns
Within cell ^95 .13 77 6 .^3
TABLE 6
VERBAL CATEGORY, RELATES OWN EXPERIENCE
(TOTAL FREQUENCY)
Cell Means
^1 1-23 2.30 .09 2.1k
^2 ^'^0 2.00 3.63 1.69
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 27 .99 1 27..99 1 .70 ns
P 9..71 1 9..71 .59 ns
A 96,.18 1 96,.18 5 .85 .018
NP 12, 1 12,,^8 .76 ns
NA 5..32 1 5..32 .32 ns
PA 126..^7 1 126..^7 7..69 .007
NPA ^.,03 1 ^.,03 .25 ns
Within cell 1266. 92 77 16.• ^5
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TABLE 7
VERBAL CATEGORY, ADVICE (TOTAL FREQUENCY)
Cell Means
.08
.10 .64 1.00
•70 .00 2.63 1.46
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Sourc e SS df MS F P
N 29. 39 1 29. 39 23 .07 .001
P 1 . 27 1 1
.
27 • 98 ns
A 10 . 01 1 10 . 07 7 .74 .007
NP 02 1 02 .02 ns
NA 4. 77 1 4. 77 3 .69 .058
PA 6. 01 1 6. 01 4 65 .034
NPA 82 1 82 .63 ns
Within cell 99. 57 77 1
.
29
TABLE 8
VERBAL CATEGORY, SUPPORT
Cell Means
N
1
2.00 2.^0 3.09 2.86
^.^0 2.31 ^.75 ^-^6
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 27 .9^ 1 27. 9^ 3^.36 .071
P 2 .26 1 2. 26 .27 ns
A 39 .^0 1 39. '^O .7^ .033
NP 2 .37 1 2. 37 .29 ns
NA 1 .16 1 1 . 16 ,14 ns
PA 10 .0^ 1 10. 0^ 1
.
, 21 ns
NPA 7 .53 1 7. 53 .91 ns
Within cell 6'^0 .07 77 8. 31
TABLE 9
VERBAL CATEGORY, GENERAL QUESTIONS ( TOTAL FREQUENCY )
Table of Means
^1 \ ^1 ^2
•15 .20
• 55 .71
^2 • 70 .08 2.50 .69
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Sourc e SS df MS F P
N 12. 3^ 1 12. 3^ 7 .8^ .006
P ^. 26 1 26 2 .71 .104
A 10 . 01 1 10. 01 7 7^ .007
NP 1 . 12 1 1 . 12 71 ns
NA 2 . 95 1 2. 95 1 88 .175
PA 8. 07 1 8. 07 5 12 .026
NPA 2 . 17 1 2. 17 1 38 ns
Within cell 121
.
2^ 77 1 . 58
TABLE 10
VERBAL CATEGORY, DISENGAGE (TOTAL FREQUENCY)
Table of Meang
(n=13) (n=10) (n=ll) (n=7)
•00 .00
.2? .29
(n=10) (n=13) (n=8) (n=13)
•00 .00
.13 .31
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 1^39 1 1.39 8.06 .006
P .0^ 1 .04 .21 ns
A .01 1 .01 .08 ns
NP •05 1 .05 .26 ns
NA .02 1 .02 .12 ns'
PA
.03 1 .03 .17 ns
NPA .0^ 1 .o^' .21 ns
Within cell 13.26 77 .17
res-
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High achievers engaged in a higher frequency of total
ponses than did low. High, rather than low, achievers showed
higher frequencies of relates own experience, advice, problem
directed questions, and support (Tables 5. 6, ?, and 8).
For the verbal response categories, high achievers appeared
to be the help-givers while high prosocial individuals appear-
ed to be the test takers.
The prosocial by achievement interaction for total responses
was due to the significant difference between the high achieve-
ment-low prosocial group and each of the other groups (Newman-
Keuls, p .05). High achievement-low prosocial people responded
verbally at a greater rate than any of the other groups. The
high achievement-low prosocial group gave higher frequencies
of minimal response, general questions, relates own experience,
advice, problem directed questions categories (Tables 4, 5, 6,
7. 9).
Additionally, a main effect for need resulted for several
verbal categories: suggestions that the confederate leave,
general questions, and advice (see Tables 7, 9, 10). In each
case, the frequency of occurrence of the category was greater
in the high need condition. It was hypothesized that respon-
siveness to the confederate would be greater in high, relative
to low, need conditions. Since the confederate was expressing
moderate distress in the high need condition, subjects'
suggesting that she leave and simply not continue with the
experiment was not unwarranted. Yet, such suggestions might
reflect self-interest, i.e.. subjects' desire for disengagement.
The more frequent occurrence of advice in high need was anti-
cipated. General questions tangential to the confederate's
problem also increased. This category may represent heightened
involvement with the confederate or attempts to avoid further
discussion of the problem. A clearer demonstration of the im-
pact of the need manipulation was expected for the verbal
dependent measures, but did not materialize.
Summary of Results for the Verbal Resi^onse t.P^nr^^
Individuals high on the prosocial factor were relatively less
responsive to the confederate. Those high on achievement were
relatively more responsive to her. Individuals high on achiev-
ement and low on prosocial factors (P^A^) responded verbally to
the confederate at a significantly higher rate than the three
other personality groupings. It was expected that P^A^ people
would be the outstanding help-givers and P^A^ individuals would
be test involved. The results reversed these expectations.
It was expected that the two personality factors would con-
flict with one another in the experimental situation. The situ-
ation was constructed so test taking and responding to the
confederate could not be done simultaneously. The task was
timed so that talking would reduce work time. It was expected
that the achievement factor would result in test involvement
while the prosocial factor would result in confederate oriented
behavior. Where people were high on both factors, responsivity
to the confederate was relatively low. It appeared that the
two factors did oonflict, but their relationship to^Lbjects'
behavior was opposite to what had been anticipated. A discus-
sion of these results can be found in Chapter IV.
Global Ratings Dependent Measures.
Global ratings were made by the experimenter and confederate
immediately upon completion of each subject's participation in
the experimental session. Although both E and C were of neces-
sity aware of the need manipulation experienced by the subjects,
neither was aware of the subjects' levels on the two nonmanipu-
lated personality factors.
A Need main effect resulted for the gives advice and the
sincere sympathy categories (Tables 11 and 12). In each case,
the ratings for the category were higher in the high need con-
dition, which supports the hypothesized influence of need.
A main effect for Achievement resulted for the category of
sincere sympathy (Table 12). The ratings for sincere sympathy
were higher for high achievement personality subjects than for
those low on the achievement factor. High achievers were rated
as offering more sincere sympathy. These results parallel the
achievement main effects for the verbal dependent measures.
^ ^ P' An interaction effect for need by prosocial
factor resulted for the relates own experience category and
the further interaction category (Tables 13 and Ik).
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TABLE 11
RATINGS, TOTALS OF C + E: CATEGORY. GIVES ADVICE
Cell Means
P
1 2
(n=ll) (n=12)
3.27 3.25
(n=13) {n=m-)
3-77 3.00
Pi P
1 2
(n=12) {n=9)
^.25 ^.78
(n=10) (n^l-^)
5.^0 6.00
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 79 .80 1 79.80 21 .50 .001
P 1 .41 .11 ns
A 10 .10 1 10.10 3 .76 .056
NP 6 .8^^ 1 6.84 1
,
.84 ns
NA 6 .76 1 6.76 1
,
.82 ns
PA
.77 1
.77 ,21 ns
NPA
.97 1
.97 ,26 ns
Within cell 322 .95 87 3-71
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TABLE 12.
RATINGS, TOTALS OF C + E: CATEGORY. SINCERE SYMPATHY
Cell Means
-II !2_ ~
~
h 3-73 3.17 1^.17 5.11
^2 ^-85 4.36 . 5.60 5.21
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 20.93 1 20.93 5.11 .026
P
.28 1 .28
.07 ns
A 23.63 1 23.63 5.77 .018
NP 3.12 1 3.12 .76 ns
NA
.88 1 .88 .22 ns
PA 2.00 1 2.00 .-^9 ns
NPA 2.85 1 2.85 .70 ns
Within cell 356.07 87 ^.09
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TABLE 13
RATINGS. TOTALS OF C -f E: CATEGORY, RELATES OWN EXPERIENCE
Cell Means
N
2
Ai 5.18 3.83 2.92 4.22
^2 5.39 4.50 4.i|.o 5.57
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 3. 54 1 3 .54 .56 ns
P 29 1 .29 .05 ns
A 23. 25 1 23 .25 3.66 .059
NP 34. 15 1 34 .15 5.38 .023
NA 5. 49 1 5 .49 .87 ns
PA 20 1 .20 .03 ns
NPA 52 1 .52 .08 ns
Within cell 552. 18 87 6 .35
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TABLE 1^
RATINGS, TOTALS OF C + E: CATEGORY, FURTHER INTERACTION
Cell Means
-Zi !^ ~i
^1 3.36 3.33 3.50 3.89
^2 ^-^^ 2.93 3.30 5.6^-
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Sourc e SS df MS F P
N 6. 1 6. 4o .70 ns
P 31 1 31 .03 ns
A 80 1 Ik. 80 1 .61 ns
NP ^0. 20 1 40. 20 4.38 .039
NA 16 1 16 .02 ns
PA 26 1 26 .03 ns
NPA 08 1 24. 08 2.63 .109
Within cell 798. 27 87 9. 18
82
In regard to the relates own experience category, the
difference between low prosocial subjects in the low and
high need condition was significant.^ Low prosocial
subjects received higher ratings for relates own experience
in the low rather than the high need condition (Newman-Keuls
.
P<.05). Low prosocial subjects had appeared on the verbal
dependent measures to be more responsive to the confederate
than high prosocial subjects. Here, in the N x P inter-
action, these low prosocial subjects became less responsive
where the confederate's need was greater. It was expected
that the confederate's greater need would elicit greater
helpfulness; this did not occur for low prosocial individuals
for the relates own experience rating category.
The N X P interaction for the category of further inter-
action, that is, ratings of subjects' expressed willingness
to continue their interactions with the confederate after
the conclusion of the experiment, was due to the significant
difference between the high prosocial subjects in low and
high need conditions. High prosocial subjects were rated
as expressing more interest in further interaction in the
3There were no significant differences between high pro-
social subjects in N]^ and N2 or between high and low
prosocial subjects in either Ni or
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high than in the low need condition ( Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
This may have been a helpful, confederate oriented response
from high prosocial subjects who verbally had not been
demonstrating much helpfulness. On the other hand, it is
possible that their suggesting further interaction may
have been expressing a preference to work now and talk
later.
Nonverbal Dependent Measures.
The nonverbal data presented in the following analyses
was in terms of duration rather than frequency of
occurrence with the exception of the conflict score.
Analyses were done with the data in both frequency and
duration forms with quite similar results. For most
categories which resulted in significant effects, the
probability level was slightly higher for the duration
data and so these analyses were chosen for presentation.
The nonverbal data contributed to the emergence of
high prosocial subjects as helpful, i.e., responsive to
the confederate, but in the high and not in the low need
situation
.
Need interacted with the prosocial factor for several
of the nonverbal behavior categories: writes in booklet,
nonhelJ>ful behaviors or sum of looks at booklet and writes
in booklet, and the conflict frequency score (see Tables 15
16, and 1?)
.
TABLE 15
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, WRITES IN BOOKLET (TIME)
Cell Means
P P
1 ^2
(n=13) (n=ll)
12.15 20.27
(n=ll) (n=12)
11.18 20.50
P P
1 ^2
(n=ll) (n= 7)
9.27 7.29
(n=10) (n=l4)
24.90 5.64
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 450.15 1 450.15 .98 ns
P 3.26 1 3.26 .01 ns
A 145.47 1 145.47 .32 ns
NP 2124.54 1 2124. 54 4.60 .035
NA 332.53 1 332.53 .72 ns
PA 283.80 1 283.80 .62 ns
NPA 456.49 1 456.49 .99 ns
Within cell 37374.24 81 461 .41
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TABLE 16
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, LOOKS AT BOOKLET + WRITES (TIME)
Cell Means
^1
\ 77.31 92.73 98.55 57.51
^2 ^^'21 76.08 12^.90 67.50
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F p
N 1584.20 1 1584.20 .49 ns
P 6522.37 1 6522.37 2.01 .160
A 7.99 1 7.99 .01 ns
NP 17760.14 1 17760.14 5.48 .022
NA 4780.62 1 4780.62 1.48 ns
PA 949.63 1 949.63 .29 ns
NPA 45.28 1 45.28 .01 ns
Within cell 262312.89 81 3238.43
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TABLE 17
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, CONFLICT 1 (FREQUENCY OF
SMILING + ATTENTION TO C MINUS FREQUENCY OF LOOKS
AT BOOKLET + WRITES IN BOOKLET)
Cell Means
1 14.31 18.18 8,
24.00 11.92 9..50 21.64
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 55.84 1 55.84 .16 ns
P 331 .99 1 331.99 .95 ns
A 71 .84 1 71 .84 .21 ns
NP 1439.71 1 1439.71 4.14 .045
NA 8.22 1 8.22 .02 ns
PA 425.56 1 425.56 1 .22 ns
NPA 319.47 1 319.47 .92 ns
Within cell 28205.01 81 348.21
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For the writes in booklet category, the interaction was
due to the significant difference between high prosocial
individuals in the low and high need conditions. High
prosocial subjects spent more time writing in their test
booklets in the low need condition (Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
The high prosocial subjects appeared clearly helpful;^
where the confederate's need was high, they stopped working
on the test.
The nonhelpful category (sum of categories looking at
booklet and writing in booklet) resulted in a significant
need by prosocial interaction due to the difference be-
tween low and high prosocial subjects in the high need con-
dition. Low prosocial individuals in the high need condition
spent more time engaged with the test than the high prosocial
individuals in that condition (Newman-Keuls, p<..05). Also
contributing to the significant interaction was the
difference between low prosocial subjects in high and low
need conditions. Low prosocial individuals spent signifi-
cantly more time with the test in the high need condition
On the global rating category, willingness for further
interaction after the experiment, P2 individuals were more
willing in the high need, relative to the low need, con-
dition .
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than in the low need condition (Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
Although no three-way interaction exists, it is of interest
to note that the numerical values of the means suggest
that the high achievement-low prosocial individuals were
more test involved in the high relative to the low, need
condition.
With the category of conflict frequency, the need by
prosocial interaction was due to the significant difference
m reaction of high and low prosocial subjects to the high
need condition. The conflict category represents the
difference between helpful (confederate oriented) and
nonhelpful (test oriented) nonverbal behaviors with the
latter score subtracted from the former score. In the
high need condition, the margin between helpful and non-
helpful behaviors was much greater for the high prosocial
than for the low prosocial individuals. In other words,
there was a clear preponderance of helpful behaviors for
high prosocial subjects in the high need condition in
comparison to low prosocial subjects in the high need
condition.
N X A : Need interacted with achievement for two of
the nonverbal categories: interaction time and the amount
of time spent looking at the confederate (see Tables 18
and 19)
.
For interaction time, post hoc testing found that high
achievement subjects in the high need condition differed
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significantly from the other groups (N^A^
,
N^A^, N^A^ )
;
the other groups did not differ significantly from each
other. The high achievement subjects in the high need
condition had the lengthiest interactions with the confed-
erate (Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
For the nonverbal category attention time, high
achievement subjects spent more time attending to the
confederate in the high rather than the low need condition
(Newman-Keuls, p<.05). Although no three-way interaction
resulted, the means suggest that the difference was due to
the high achievement-high prosocial subjects who gave the
confederate much more of their attention in the high, as
compared to the low, need condition. Again, it appeared
that the high prosocial factor contributed to test involve-
ment in the low need condition, and to confederate
involvement in the high need condition.-^
Prosocial x Achievement ; Prosocial and achievement
personality factors interacted for the nonverbal positive
category: attention to the confederate summed with smiles
%igh achievement subjects attended to the confederate
significantly more than low achievement subjects in the
high need condition (Newman-Keuls, p .05).
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at the confederate (see Table 20). The interaction was
due to the significant difference between low prosocial-
low achievement subjects and low prosocial-high achievement
subjects. The duration of these confederate oriented
behaviors by P^A^ relative to P^A^ subjects was greater.
Need x Prosocial x Achievement ; A significant three-
way interaction resulted for one nonverbal dependent
measure, smiling (see Table 21).^ P^A^ subjects in the
low need condition smiled considerably more than either the
P^A^ or the P^A^ subjects in the high need condition.
P^A^ subjects smiled more in the low than in the high need
condition. A nonsignificant, but interesting result was
that the high prosocial-high achievement subjects smiled
the least of the personality groups in low need and the
most in high need. Their high level of smiling in the high
need condition was inappropriate and may have indicated some
discomfort or conflict. In general this result is difficult
to interpret.
^There was a significant main effect for need for the non-
verbal category of smiling also. Less smiling occurred in
the high, relative to the low, need condition. The high
degree of the confederate's distress apparently made
smiling inappropriate.
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TABLE 18
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, INTERACTION TIME
Cell Means
i N^2
^1 ^2 ^1 ^2
\ 263.93 394.27 309.09 298.71
319.00 256.17 4^4. 20 404. 21
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F p
N
• 96315.?^ 1 96315.74 3.54 064
P 5263.30 1 5263.30 .19 ns
A 23189.3^ 1 23I89.34
.85 ns
NP 9627.26 1 9627.26 35 ns
NA 138787.53 1 138787.53 5.10 027
PA 75^56.09 1 75456.09 2.77 100
NPA 35805.59 1 35805. 59 1 .32 ns
Within cell 22056^1.07 81 27230.14
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TABLE 19
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, ATTENTION TIME
Cell Means
N
2
4 170.39 225.82 . 15Z1..00 179.57
^2 227.09 115.25 257.^0 253.00
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 2^635.96 1 2^635.96 1.5-4 ns
P 197.15 1 197.15 .01 ns
A I8025. 57 1 I8O25. 57 1.13 ns
NP 138^3.02 1 138^3.02 .87 ns
NA 70^90.15 1 70490.15 4.41
.039
PA 58786.12 1 58786.12 3.68 .059
NPA 25228.02 1 25228.02 1.58 ns
Within cell 1293563.99 81 15969.93
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TABLE 20
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, ATTENTION + SMILING
Cell Means
207.08 269.82 169.18 227.71
A2 284.64 140.25 275.90 280.07
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 7556.98 1 7556 .98 .34 ns
P 32.95 1 32 .95 .01 ns
A 15526.26 1 15526 .26 .71 ns
NP 35295.66 1 35295 .66 1 .61 ns
NA 59-322.06 1 59322 .06 2.70 .104
PA 101479.21 1 101479 .21 4.62 •035
NPA 51230.54 1 51230 .54 1 .42 ns
Within cell 1777654.25 81 21946 35
9^
TABLE 21
NONVERBAL CATEGORY, SMILING AT C (TIME)
Cell Means
^2
^1 ^2
36.^6 41.00 14.55 10.57
A^ ^^7 . < < p c; nR lo
. 40 40.00
lAiiuucij. J u J. -n.rid,xysis 01 Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 5869.^5 1 5869.45 4.50 .037
P 7.28 1 7.28 .01 ns
A 2052.23 1 2052.23 1.57 ns
NP 3763.95 1 3763.95 2.89 .093
NA 902.72 1 902.72 .69 ns
PA 376.44 1 376.44 .29 ns
NPA 5239.85 1 5239.85 4.02 .048
Within cell 105593.72 81 1303.63
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Fpstexperimental Questi onnaire DepRndPnt MeasureR.
A 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance was performed with
each item of the postexperimental questionnaire as a
dependent measure.
Two prosocial main effects appeared important: how
well subjects felt they could represent themselves on the
first test which was interrupted by the confederate's
planned script, and how important it was to the subjects
to try to satisfy the experimenter (see Tables 22 and 23).
High prosocial subjects gave themselves a higher rating for
their work on the first test than did low prosocial sub-
jects. Also, it was of more importance to high prosocial
subjects to satisfy the experimenter than it was to the
low prosocial subjects.
The test-oriented self report of high prosocial subjects,
relative to low prosocial subjects, is substantiated by
their heightened test-oriented behavior. Satisfying the
experimenter, fulfilling their obligation, may be the
prosocial goal of the high prosocial subjects. This will
be further discussed in Chapter IV.
Need main effects resulted for many of the items.
Certain of these items have been presented earlier in
this section as manipulation checks and will not be pre-
sented here. Additional need main effects resulted for-
the subject's liking for the confederate, the subject's
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estimate of the confederate's liking for the subject, the
subject's perception of how well she and the confederate
were able to interact, and the subject's estimate of her
own ability to help. (See Tables 24 through 27). Subjects,
while recognizing the confederate's greater need and
believing they could help, viewed their interaction less
positively, liked the confederate less and felt less well
liked in the high, compared to the low, need condition.
Subjects, for the most part, appeared to put forth greater
effort in the high, compared to the low, need condition,
judging from preceding dependent measures, but liked it
less, judging from their perceptions.
Achievement; A main effect for achievement resulted
for several postexperimental questionnaire items: sub-
jects' perceptions of the confederate as boring-interesting,
subjects' perceptions of the confederate as sensitive-
callous, how well subjects thought they could represent
themselves on the second test, how much discomfort subjects
experienced with the other person (the confederate), the
relative importance of satisfying the experimenter or
responding to the other person, and how important subjects
regarded responding to the confederate in this situation
(see Tables 28 through 33).
High achievers found the confederate more interesting
and more sensitive than low achievers. High, relative to
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low, achievers felt they represented themselves better on
the written self disclosure test. High achievers felt more
comfortable with the confederate than low achievers. For
high achievers, it was relatively more important to respond
to the other person than to satisfy the experimenter. High
relative to low. achievers felt it was more important to
respond to the confederate. High achievers' self-reported
emphasis on responding to the other person was substantiated
by their overall behavior as measured by the other dependent
measures. Perhaps the goal of the high achievers was to
excel in their interaction with the confederate.
Interaction Effects on the Postexperimental Questionn^ rp
Dependent Measures ;
Need x Achievement; A need by achievement interaction
resulted for subjects' perceptions of the confederate's
sensitivity (see Table 29). The interaction was due to
the significant difference between low and high achievers
in the low need condition (Newman-Keuls
, p< .05). Low
achievers, relative to high achievers, perceived the con-
federate as less sensitive in the low need condition.
Prosocial x Achievement ; A prosocial by achievement
interaction resulted for two items; subjects' perceptions
of the confederate's sensitivity, and subjects' perception
of the importance of the first test to the experimenter
(see Tables 29 and 3^)- In regard to the confederate's
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sensitivity. P^A^ subjects perceived the confederate as
less sensitive than did either the P^A^ subjects or the
^2^2 subjects (Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
The subjects' perception of the importance of the first
test to the experimenter found the interaction due to
the significant difference between P^A^ subjects who
regarded the first test as more important to the experi-
menter than did P^A^ subjects (Newman-Keuls, p< .05).
Need x Prosocial x Achievement ; A three-way need by
prosocial by achievement interaction occurred for two
items: the subjects' estimates of the confederate's liking
for the subject and the degree of discomfort experienced
by the subject with the confederate (see Tables 25 and
31).
High achievement-high prosocial subjects differed
significantly in the low and high need conditions (Newman-
Keuls, p<.05). In the low relative to the high need
condition, P^A^ subjects felt better liked. The P^A^
group differed significantly from the P^A^ group in the
high need condition. The high-high subjects, relative to
the low prosocial-high achievement subjects in the high
need condition, felt less well liked.
In regard to the discomfort subjects reported they felt
with the confederate, most personality groups remained at
about the same discomfort level regardless of the need
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condition. The exception was the high prosocial-
high achievement group. which was more uncomfortable
in the high, relative to the low, need condition
(Newman-Keuls
, p<.05).
The high prosocial-low achievement subjects felt
less comfortable in the low need condition relative to
the high need condition (a nonsignificant trend). The
high prosocial-high achievement group were significant-
ly less comfortable in the high, relative to the low.
need condition. Both groups were high prosocial sub-
jects, but differed markedly in their self reports of
discomfort with the confederate.
Summary of Re sults Across Classes of Dependent
Measures ;
Main Effects ;
Postexperimental questionnaire categories demonstrated
significant main effects for need for the following: the
subjects' liking for the confederate, the subjects' per-
ceptions of the confederate's liking for the subjects,
and the subjects' perception of how positive the inter-
action was; in these instances the greater degree was
experienced in the low need condition. Also, the subjects'
estimates of the confederate's unhappiness, discontented-
ness, worry, nervousness, helplessness, the subjects'
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TABLE 22
SELF REPRESENTATION ON FIRST TEST
Cell Means
^1 ^2 ^1
2
^2
^1
(n- 9)
3.89
(n-12)
4.25
(n-12)
3.25
(n= 9)
4.00
A2
(n=12)
4.17
(n=13)
4.77
(n=10)
3.70
(n=l4)
4.57
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 3.06 1 3.06 1.51 ns
P 9.76 1 9.76 4.80 .029
A 5.12 1 5.12 2.52 .113
NP
.59 1 .59 .29 ns
NA
.07 1 .07 .03 ns
PA
.19 1 .19 .09 ns
NPA .02 1 .02 .01 ns
Within cell 168.89 83 2.04
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TABLE 23
IMPORTANCE OF SATISFYING EXPERIMENTER
Cell Means
^1 2.78 3.08 2.33 2.66
^2 2.08 2.92 2.20 3.0?
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df m F p
N
.22 1 .22 .15 ns
P 9.16 1 9.16 6.15 .014
A
.41 1 .41 .28 ns
NP
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
NA 1.77 1 1.77 1.19 ns
PA 1 .60 1 1 .60 1 .07 ns
NPA
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
Within cell 123.51 83 1 .49
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TABLE 2^-
S LIKING C
Cell Means
^1 ^2 ^1 ^2
A-j_ 6.11 6.17 5.42 6
. 22
0
. 23 5.90 5.71
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 3.87 1 3 .87 5.24 .023
P 1
.59 ns
A
.07 1 .07 .10 ns
NP
.36 1 .36 .49 ns
NA
.10 1 .10 .14 ns
PA 1.5^ 1 1 2.08 .149
NPA 1.17 1 1 .17 1 .58 ns
Within cell 61.34
,
83 .74
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TABLE 25
C LIKING S
Cell Means
^1 5.56 5.33 4.92 5.33
^2 5.67 5.62 5.60 4.71
Summary of Analysis of Variance
,
Source SS df MS F p
N ^.81 1 k.Ql 6.36 .013
P 1.00 1 1.00 1.32 ns
A
.28 1 .28
.37 ns
NP
.1^ 1 .1^1^ .18 ns
NA
.22 1 .22 .30 ns
PA 1.71 1 1.71 2.25 .130
NPA 3.01 1 3.01 3.98 .0^6
Within cell 62.81 83 .76
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TABLE 26
"DID YOU INTERACT WELL?"
Cell Means
2
^1 ^-ll 5.83 5.42 5.89
^2 ^-25 6.39 6.00 5.57
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 4.85 1 4.85 4.52 .034
P
.04 1 .04 .04 ns
A 1 .44 1 1 .44 1 .34 ns
NP
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
NA
.33 1 .33 .31 ns
PA
.30 1 .30 .28 ns
NPA 2.39 1 2.39 2.23 .135
Within cell 89.12 83 1.0?
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TABLE 27
"COULD YOU HELP?"
Cell Means
^1 1-^^ 1.6? 1.75 1.78
^2 1-1? 1.85 1.80 1.57
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 12.^3 1 12.^3 10.67 .002
P
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
A
.32 1 .32 .28 ns
NP .14 1 .14 .12 ns
NA .26 1 .26 .23 ns
PA .09 1 .09 .08 ns
NPA
.15 1 .15 .13 ns
Within cell 96.68 83 1.17
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TABLE 28
BORING
Cell Means
N
2
^1 2.56 2.58 3.00 2.11
^2 ^-92 2.08 2.^0 2.43
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source ss df MS F P
N 1 .33 1 1
.33 1 .86 .174
P
.36 1 .36 .49 ns
A 3 .30 1 3 .30 • 58 .033
NP 1 .36 1 1 .36 1 .89 .170
NA 1 .13 1 1 .13 1 • 57 ns
PA 1 .50 1 1 .50 2 .08
. 149
NPA
.86 1 .86 1 .19 ns
Within cell 59 .70 83 • 72
10?
TABLE 29
VERY SENSITIVE
Cell Means
Ai 4.89 5-50 5.33 6.00
^2 ^-^^ 5.92 5. 80 5.57
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F p
N
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
P
.36 1 .36 .38 ns
A 4.02 1 4.02 4.26 .040
NP
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
NA 3.86 1 3.86 4.09 .044
PA 4.25 1 4.25 4.51 .034
NPA .01 1 .01 .01 ns
Within cell 78.17 83 . 94
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TABLE 30
SELF REPRESENTATION ON SECOND TEST
Cell Means
^1 5.33 5.25 ^.92 5.00
^2 5'50 5.85 5.90 5.29
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 1 .20 1 1 .20 1.17 ns
P .06 1 .06 .06 ns
A 5.^9 1 5.^9 5.33 .022
NP 1.09 1 1 .09 1 .06 ns
NA .28 1 .28 .28 ns
PA
.09 1 .09 .09 ns
NPA 1 .76 1 1 .76 1 .71 .192
Within cell 85.62 83 1 .03
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TABLE 31
VERY UNCOMFORTABLE
Cell Means
3-33 3.17 3.83 2.4^
2-25 1.92 2.40 3.36
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F p
N
.98 1 4 .98 2.32 .128
P
.52 1 .52 .24 ns
A 11 .54 1 11 .54 5.37 .022
NP
.10 1 .10 .04 ns
NA 5 .17 1 5 17 2.41 .121
PA 6 40 1 6 40 2.98 .084
NPA 8. 72 1 8 72 4.06 .044
Within cell 1?8. 3^ 83 2. 15
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TABLE 32
EXPERIMENTER VS. PERSON
Cell Means
^1 N
^1 1-^^ 1.33 1.6? 1.44
A2 1-58 1.92 1.70 1.79
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N
.16 1 .16
.39 ns
P
.02 1 .02
.05 ns
A 1.75 1 i.?5 4.25 .040
NP
.20 1 .20 .48 ns
NA
.18 1 .18 .44 ns
PA
.80 1 .80 1 .96 .162
NPA
.03 1 .03 .07 ns
Within cell 34.08 83 .41
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TABLE 33
IMPORTANCE OF RESPONDING TO THE CONFEDERATE
THE SITUATION
Cell Means
zrnzr ~—PT
^1 3.67 3.00 3.25 3.78
^2 3.83 4.23 3.60 3.93
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Sourc e SS df MS F P
N
.04 1 .04 .04 ns
P 1
.46 ns
A 6.33 1 6.33 6 .48 .012
NP 1.^-7 1 1 .47 1 .50 ns
NA 1.28 1 1 .28 1 .31 ns
PA 1 .09 1 1 .09 1 .11 ns
NPA 2.22 1 2.22 2 .27 .132
Within cell 81 .11 83 1 .00
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TABLE 34
IMPORTANCE TO THE EXPERIMENTER OF THE FIRST TEST
Cell Means
N. N
2
P,
^.00 2.50
3. 08 3.85
3.50 2.89
3.00 3.29
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 39 1 .39 17 ns
P 1
.07 1 1 .07 .^5 ns
A
.48 1 .48 .20 ns
NP
.13 1 13 .05 ns
NA
.50 1 50 .21 ns
PA 14.04 1 14.04 5.9^ .02
NPA 2.59 1 2.59 1 .10 ns
Within cell 196.36 83 2.37
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estimate of the confederate's need for help, and the
subject's belief that she could be of help were signif-
icant; in these instances, the greater degree occurred
in the high need condition.
P: Verbal categories of minimal response, problem-
directed questions, and total response demonstrated that
subjects low on the prosocial personality factor responded
more, relative to subjects high on the prosocial factor.
Postexperimental questionnaire items which reached
significance for a prosocial personality factor main
effect were the subjects' estimates of how well they
represented themselves on the first test, and how import-
ant they rated satisfying the experimenter. Subjects
high on this factor believed they did better on the
first test and rated the importance of helping the
experimenter higher than subjects low on this factor.
A: Verbal categories of significance included relates
own experience, advice, problem directed questions,
support, and total response. In each case, high achievers
engaged in higher frequencies of these verbal response
categories than did low achievers.
One of the global ratings categories, sincere sympathy,
was significant. High achievers engaged in a higher
frequency of expressions of sincere sympathy than did
low achievers.
Ilk-
Postexperimental questionnaire items which were
significant included the subjects' viewing the confed-
erate as boring and as very sensitive. High achievers
found the confederate less boring and more sensitive
than low achievers. High achievers felt they represented
themselves "quite well" on the second test relative to
low achievers. High achievers felt more comfortable than
low achievers in the situation. For high achievers it
was relatively more important to respond to the other
person than to satisfy the experimenter. High achievers
felt it was more important to respond to the other person
relative to low achievers.
Interaction Effects ;
Need x Prosocial
; Several nonverbal categories
demonstrated a need x prosocial interaction: looks at
the test booklet summed with writes, writes, and conflict
frequency
.
Low prosocial individuals in the high need condition
spent more time engaged with the test than did high pro-
social subjects in that condition. Also, the low prosocial
subjects in low need differed significantly from low pro-
social subjects in high need: the low prosocial subjects
in the high need condition spent more time with the test
than did the low prosocial subjects in the low need con-
dition .
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For the writes in booklet category, the interaction
was due to the significant difference between high pro-
social subjects in the low and high need conditions,
with the high prosocial individuals writing less in the
high need condition.
For conflict frequency the margin between positive and
negative behaviors is much greater for the high prosocial
individuals in the high need condition than for the low
prosocial individuals in the high need condition. That
is, high prosocial subjects in the high need condition
favored the confederate over the test to a greater degree
than did low prosocial subjects in the high need condition
Global ratings categories significant for the need x
prosocial interaction included relates own experience
and further interaction. For relates own experience, the
interaction resulted from the significant difference
between low prosocial individuals in the low and high
need conditions; the former received higher ratings than
the latter.
The category of further interaction referred to ratings
of subjects' expressed willingness to continue their
interactions with the confederate after the conclusion
of the experiment. High prosocial individuals in the
high relative to the low need condition expressed greater
interest in interacting further.
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Need x Achievement; Nonverbal categories which
resulted in a significant need x achievement interaction
included interaction time and attention to the confederate.
Subjects who were high on the achievement factor and who
experienced the high need situation had significantly
longer interaction periods and attention time than each of
the other groups of subjects.
Prosocial x Achievement ; Verbal categories which
reached significance for the prosocial by achievement
interaction included minimal response, general questions,
relates own experience, advice, problem directed questions,
and total response. In all instances, the interaction
resulted from subjects low on the prosocial an.d high on
the achievement personality factors, who engaged in
siginficantly more of each of the above mentioned verbal
categories than the other groups of subjects (which were
not significantly different from each other).
One nonverbal category reached significance, attention
plus smiling. Low prosocial subjects low on achievement
engaged in significantly less attention plus smiling
than low prosocial-high achievement subjects.
Postexperimental questionnaire ratings showed signifi-
cance for subjects' estimates of the importance of the
first test to the experimenter and ratings of the confed-
erate's sensitivity.
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In regard to estimating the test's importance to the
experimenter, subjects low on both prosocial and achieve-
ment factors rated the test's importance as greater than
did subjects high on prosocial but low on achievement.
In regard to rating the confederate's sensitivity,
subjects low on prosocial and achievement factors gave
the confederate lower ratings than did subjects high on
achievement and low on prosocial factors, and also lower
ratings than did subjects high on both prosocial and
achievement factors.
Need X Prosocial x Achievement ; Three-way interactions
resulted for two postexperimental questionnaire items: the
subjects' perception of how much the confederate liked
the subject, and the subjects' discomfort in the situation.
^^2^2 subjects in the high need condition felt signifi-
cantly less well-liked than P^A^ subjects, P^A^ subjects,
and P^A^ subjects in the low need condition, and less well-
liked than P^A^ subjects in the high need condition.
Also, P^A^ subjects in the high need condition felt
significantly less well-liked than P^A^ subjects and P^A^
subjects in the low need condition.
P-j^A^ subjects in the high need condition felt signif-
icantly more comfortable than P^A^ subjects in the low
need condition, and more comfortable than ^2^2 subjects
in the low need condition. These P^^'^l subjects (in the
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high need condition) felt significantly more discomfort
than P^A^ subjects and P^A^ subjects in the high need
condition.
Also. P^A^ subjects in the low need condition felt
significantly more comfortable than did P^A^ subjects and
P2A^ subjects in the low need condition. P^A^ subjects
in the low need condition also were more comfortable than
P^A^ subjects in the high need condition. P^A^ subjects
were more comfortable in the low than high need condition.
Covariate Analysis of Vari ance of Verbal Categori p.c. .
Of potential concern was individual differences in
talkativeness. A covariate analysis of variance was done
using the total responses verbal category as the covariate
This represented an effort to minimize the likelihood that
the high degree of verbal response of some subjects was
due to personal style rather than the experimental con-
ditions. Unfortunately, there was no measure of subjects'
general level of talkativeness obtained independently of
the experimental treatments. Therefore, use of total
responses as a covariate becomes difficult to interpret.
Variance in total response may arise from both personal
style and situational factors; therefore, too much infor-
mation may be lost with total response as covariate. The
results of the covariate analysis are included, but should
be considered cautiously.
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Main Effects.
Need: A main effect for need resulted for several of
the verbal categories: support, advice, general questions,
and minimal response (see Tables 35 through 38). In every
instance, the greater degree of verbal responsiveness
occurred in the high need condition.
Interaction Effects.
No two-way interactions resulted for need by prosocial,
or prosocial by achievement factors.
Need X Achievement: A need by achievement interaction
resulted for advice and minimal response (see Tables 36 and
38). For the advice category, the interaction was due to
the significant difference between the low achievement
subjects in the high need condition and each of the other
groups. The low achievement subjects in the high need
condition gave more advice than low achievement subjects
in the low need condition, less advice than high achieve-
ment subjects in the low and high need condition (Newman-
Keuls, p < .05)
.
For the minimal response category, the interaction was
due to the significant difference between the high achieve-
ment subjects in the high need condition and each of the
other groups. High achievement subjects in the high need
condition responded to a greater degree. Also, the low
achievement subjects in the high need condition who
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engaged in significantly more minimal responding than the
low achievement subjects in the low need condition and
significantly less than the high achievement subjects in
the low need condition (Newman-Keuls
,
p<i.05).
Factor Analyc^i^ pf the Verbal Categorip.c.
To obtain summary measures of verbal helpfulness, a
factor analysis of all verbal categories, excluding the
nonindependent total response category, was done. Three
factors emerged. The first factor, which accounted for
^2 per cent of the variance, included minimal response,
standard sympathy, problem oriented questions, and
support. The second factor accounted for 23 per cent of
the variance and included irrelevant information and
opinions. The third factor accounted for 13 per cent of
the variance and included general questions, relates own
experience, and advice.
These global or summary categories were entered as the
dependent variables in analyses of variance. The second
global category (Factor II above) resulted in no signifi-
cant effects. The first global category (Scale 1)
resulted in main effects for both the prosocial and
achievement personality factors as well as a prosocial by
achievement interaction (see Table 39). High achievers had
a higher frequency of responding than low achievers. The
prosocial main effect was due to high prosocial individuals'
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lower frequency of responding.
The prosocial by achievement interaction was due to
the significant difference between the high achievement
and low prosocial subjects and each of the other groups.
In each case, the high achievement-low prosocial individ-
uals responded with greater frequency than the other groups
For the third summary category (Scale 3), an achievement
main effect and a prosocial by achievement interaction
resulted (see Table 4o). High achievers showed greater
responding than low achievers. The interaction effect was
due to the significant difference between the high achieve-
ment and low prosocial individuals and each of the other
groups. The P^A^ subjects responded significantly more
than the other subjects.
Correlations
.
Intercorrelations of dependent measures are included
in Tables 4l through 4?. Intercorrelations of selected
personality variables with verbal and nonverbal dependent
measures are included in Tables ^8 to 51 . All corre-
lations were done separately within low and high need
conditions. Only correlations significant at p<; .05 are
included.
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TABLE 35
CATEGORY, SUPPORT
COVARIATE
- TOTAL RESPCrlSES
Cell Means
N2
^1 9.23 9.90 8.73 11.43
^2 21.40 8.69 22.00 9.92
Summary of Analysis of Covariance
Source SS df MS P
Regression 147.18 1 147-18 22.69 .001
N 24.81 1 24.81
. 3.83 .054
P 2.24 1 2.24
.35
A 6.17 1 6.17 .95
NP 1.57 1 1.57 .24
NA
.86 1 .86 .13
PA 1.57 1 1.57 .24
NPA 8.80 1 8.80 1
.
36
Within Cell 492.89 76 6.49
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
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TABLE 36
CATEGORY, ADVICE
COVARIATE = TOTAL RESPONSES
Cell Means
11.15 12.20 11.18 13.29
25.10 11.00 2^.13 12.92
Summary of Analysis of Covariance
Source SS df F P
Regression 15. 09 1 15. 09 13 .57 .001
N 28. 96 1 28. 96 26 .05 .001
P 06 1 06 .05 ns
A 3. 61 1 3. 61 3 .25 .076
NP 01 1 01 01 ns
NA 78 1 4. 78 30 .042
PA 1 . 16 1 1
.
16 1 04 ns
NPA 98 1 98 88 ns
Within cell 84. 49 76 1 11
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TABLE 37
CATEGORY, GENERAL QUESTIONS (TOTAL FREQUENCY)
COVARIATE = TOTAL RESPONSES
Cell Means
^1 N,
Zl_ ^1 ' ^2
^1 11-08 12.10 11.27 13.57
^2 25.10 10.92 24.25 13.69
Summary of Analysis
Source SS df
Regression 45.67 1
N 10.41 1
P
.28 1
A
.08 1
NP 1 .94 1
NA 2.85 1
PA
.23 1
NPA 2.76 1
Within cell 15-51 76
Covariance
MS F P
45.67 45.93 .001
10.41 10.47 .002
.28
.29 ns
.08 .08 ns
1.9^ 1 .96 .166
2.85 2.87 .094
.23 .23 ns
2.76 2.78 .100
.99
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TABLE 38
CATEGORY. MINIMAL RESPONSE (TOTAL FREQUENCY)
COVARIATE = TOTAL RESPONSES
Cell Means
N
2
Pi P
2 ^1 ^2
8. 00 10 .20 9 . OQ
19- 60 7 .53 22
.
38
Summary of Analysis of Covariance
Source SS df MS F P
Regression 158.22 1 158.22 28
.
3^+ .001
N 23.61 1 23.61 4.23 .027
P 11.5^ 1 11.5^ 2.07 ns
A 1.8^ 1 1.8-^
.33 ns
NP 1.51 1 1 .51 .27 ns
NA 36.39 1 36.39 6.52 .01
PA 1 .21 1 1 .21 .22 ns
NPA 6.^3 1 6.43 1.15 ns
Within cell 76 5.58
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TABLE 39
SCALE 1
Cell Means
N
1 ^2
^2 Pi P2
A
o
. ^b 6
.
90 8.27 9.00
^2 15.80 8.62 16 .00 8.77
Summary of Analysis; of Varianc e
Source SS df MS F P
N 3.26 1 3.26 06 ns
P 227.88 1 227.88 k. 39 .039
A 36^^.23 1 36^.23 7. 02 .01
NP 2.53 1 2.53 • 05 ns
NA 2.80 1 2.80 05 ns
PA 227.81 1 227.81 ^.39 .039
NPA 6 .91 1 6 .91 • 13 ns
Within cell 3997-30 77 51.91
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TABLE kO
SCALE 3
Cell Means
^2
^1
^1 ^2
1.46 2.60 1 0 '7 n
. 00
8.10 2.08 Q-75 3 .85
Summary of Analysis of Varianc p
Source SS df MS F P
N 13.58 1 13.58 .48 ns
P 39.76 1
.
39.76 1.39 ns
A 237.99 1 237.99 8.35 .005
NP 6.84 1 6.84 .24 ns
NA 2.55 1 2.55 .09 ns
PA 273.51 1 273.51 9.59 .003
NPA
.iZf 1 .14 .01 ns
Within cell 2195.69 77 28.52
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Overview of thP Hnr^relational Rp^m tc
It is interesting that correlations of the different
aspects of behavior were not higher: correlations between
verbal and nonverbal measures of behavior (Table kl)
, for
example. The higher correlations between verbal and non-
verbal behavior resulted for total response, support
statements, and problem directed questions with length
of interaction. This confirmed that those individuals
most willing to extend the interaction period were trying
to be helpful. Occasionally, a verbal response category
(example: opinions) which was considered helpful correla-
ted with test-oriented nonverbal behaviors. This
correlation was probably due to the high verbal and test
oriented output of the high achievers in the high need
condition.
Reassuringly, the verbal categories and the global
ratings of subjects made by the confederate and experi-
menter (Table ^2) correlated moderately highly for the
categories reflecting similar content.
Nonverbal and ratings category correlations also
appeared to corroborate the category content (Table ^3).
Intercorrelations of the verbal categories were gener-
ic
ally low (Table 4^).' This was considered fortunate since
^The total response category was an exception,
category was not independent since each of the
categories contributed to the total.
but this
other
1^7
each category was intended to reflect a discrete class
of responses
.
Intercorrelations of the nonverbal categories (Table 45)
are low to moderate in most instances except for the
correlations of composite categories with their constituent
categories. An unusually high correlation for both low
and high need conditions resulted for the category "moves
away" and the composite category "writes plus looks at
booklet." The correlation between "looks at the confederate'
and "interaction time" was also quite high for both low and
high need. These were not surprising.
Intercorrelations for ratings categories (Table 46) were
occasionally quite high. Usually the higher correlations
were between ratings of more specific behaviors, such as
"calms" or "offers sincere sympathy" and more global categ-
ories, such as "friendliness." It was reasonable that
the former specific categories would contribute to the
more global categories producing relatively high corre-
lations .
Intercorrelations of the selected postexperimental
questionnaire measures (Table 47) were generally low. The
items, therefore, appeared distinctive.
Correlations of the selected postexperimental question-
naire items with verbal (Table 48) and nonverbal (Table 49),
and rating (Table 50) dependent measures were generally
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low. One correlation was relatively high for the low
need condition only: the more nervous the subject was
rated, the less liking the subject felt toward the con-
federate. This was not surprising.
Selected individual personality measures were corre-
lated with verbal (Table 51) and nonverbal (Table 52)
dependent measures. These correlations ranged from low
to moderate.
Conclusions
.
A main effect for situations was hypothesized and
confirmed. There was greater help-giving to the confed-
erate by individuals in the high rather than the low need
condition
.
The main effect predicted for the prosocial personality
factor did not result. High prosocial individuals did
not help more than low prosocial individuals. Low,
rather than high, prosocial individuals responded more to
the confederate.
A main effect for the achievement personality factor
was hypothesized, but not supported by the data. It was
predicted that high achievement individuals would respond
less to the confederate than low achievement individuals.
The opposite occurred: high achievers helped the confed-
erate more than low achievers.
1^9
Personality by situation interactions were hypothesized
in nonspecific terms. Such interactions did occur. Of
particular interest was the interaction of the situational
factor, need, with the prosocial personality factor. High
prosocial individuals engaged in significantly less test-
oriented behavior in the high, compared to the low. need
situation. Also, high prosocial, compared to low pro-
social individuals favored the confederate over the test
(conflict score) to a significant degree in the high need
condition. Therefore, any conclusions based on the pro-
social main effect must be qualified. There was evidence
that in the high need situation the high prosocial subjects
were significantly more involved with the confederate than
low prosocial subjects. Also, high prosocial individuals
in the high relative to the low need condition were more
willing to interact further with the confederate following
the experiment.
The achievement factor interacted with situational need
also. High achievers in the high need situation had
significantly longer interaction periods and attention
time than each of the other groups.
Although not mentioned in the hypotheses, the model
discussed in the Introduction anticipated interaction
between the two personality factors. Prosocial by
achievement interactions resulted repeatedly; in each case.
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the low prosocial and high achievement individuals
responded to the confederate significantly more than
each of the other personality groupings. This was not
expected; P^A^ individuals had been expected to be the
help-givers.
It was also expected that individuals high on both
prosocial and achievement factors would show some indi-
cation of psychological conflict since they would not
easily be able to accomplish both goals of completing
the test and responding to the confederate. Evidence
supporting such conflict resulted from two three-way
interactions. Briefly, P^A^ subjects felt less comfort-
able and less well liked by the confederate in the high
than the low need condition.
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CHAPTER iv'
DISCUSSION
The discussion will begin with generalizations which
will subsequently be qualified. Also, on occasion, non-
significant trends in the data will be cited where these
support the interpretations presented.
A striking result of the present study was the out-
standing helpfulness of the high achievement, A„, subjects
This was unexpected. These subjects were verbal and
self assured. With the recognition of the confederate's
need for help, these subjects felt competent to meet the
challenge of the stranger's problem. They also managed
to respond both to the confederate and to w ork on the
test,
High prosocial,
,
subjects, on the other hand,
appeared more concerned with behaving appropriately. They
did not seem to feel that they could respond both to the
person and to the test. In low need, they chose to work
and in high need they chose to respond to the confederate.
These subjects were relatively less verbal than the high
achievers and appeared to be listeners rather than talkers
when they did involve themselves with the confederate.
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Also, while they listened, they did not work on the test.
They did not divide their attention. It was predicted
that the high prosocial subjects would be the most help-
ful. They were not the most helpful, although in the
high need condition they did respond to the confederate.
The overall impact of the experimental manipulation,
that is. the degree of the confederate's distress or need,
was to enhance subjects' helpfulness, i.e., responsiveness,
to the confederate. This was in line with the main effect
hypothesis for need.
Specifically, the greatest degree of verbal helpfulness
to the confederate ensued from the high achievement-low
prosocial, P^A^, group. Repeatedly, in particular on the
verbal dependent measures, this group was preeminently
helpful. Second to the helpfulness of this group was the
helpfulness of the high prosocial-low achievement. P A
.
2 1
'
group. The latter result was in accord with expectations
while the former result was not. The unanticipated help-
fulness of the P^A^ group may be explained in at least
two ways: l) parsimoniously, this group was exactly as it
appeared at first impression: outstanding in responding
to the confederate's need for psychological help, and
2) this group's behavior was not quite as helpful as it
first appeared, since much test-oriented behavior was
engaged in as well as confederate-oriented behavior. If
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the inconsistency of behavior suggested in the second
explanation can be sufficiently documented in the results
of the study, then the P^A^ and P^A^ groups may not be so
divergent. If the first explanation is accepted, then
another facet of the behavior of high achievers has been
evidenced in this research. Both explanations appear
warranted with some modification. It will be the ultimate
conclusion of this discussion that both P, A^ and P A12 2 1
groups were responding helpfully to the confederate, but
that each group had its own distinct response style as
well as circumstances for prosocial response.
Previous research, as reviewed by Gergen, Gergen, and
Meter (1972), suggested that "achievement motivation ...( is
)
related to prosocial behavior, but the nature of such
relationships is clouded by inconsistent findings" (p.
108). A negative relationship was found between achieve-
ment motivation and a scale of altruism (Ribal, I963); a
positive relationship was found between achievement
motivation and cheating behavior (Mischel & Gilligan,
1964); and a negative relationship between achievement
motivation and cheating behavior (Schwartz, et al , I969).
Unfortunately, these findings seem of little utility in
explaining the results of the present study due to incon-
sistencies among their results and due to the problem of
generalizing across different types of helping situations
15^
(the latter issue was discussed at length in Chapter I).
There are two reasons why achievement may be related to
prosocial behavior in the present study. First, high
achievers had a greater sense of competence and efficacy
and were, therefore, able to respond to the confederate.
Second, Stein (1973) has noted that female high achievers
tend to demonstrate achievement motivation in female
sex-typed activities. Sensitivity to the need of others
in interpersonal exchanges would be encompassed in the
traditional domain of female sex- typed activities. All
subjects in the present study were female. The high
degree of verbal response of the high achievers might
have been anticipated for these reasons. Yet, these
results were limited to the P^A^ group and did not extend
to the other high achievement group, P^A^ group. The
^2^2 Sr°^P gave significantly less help than the P^A^
group on many of the dependent measures of helpfulness,
particularly those of a verbal nature. The prosocial
factor appeared to inhibit helpfulness. One explanation
is that high prosocial individuals may have selected the
experimenter rather than the confederate for help-giving.
Subjects' perceptions of the experimental situation lent
support to the conclusion that the experimenter was
considered a contender for help in the situation.
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High relative to low prosocial subjects considered
satisfying the experimenter to be of greater importance.
Also, high relative to low prosocial individuals rated
themselves as having done a better job on the interrupted
test. Since the test was time limited, the perception of
better work on the test might imply less attention to
the confederate. These two significant results provided
evidence that high prosocial subjects were oriented toward
fulfilling their obligation to the experimenter. High
prosocial individuals may have helped the confederate
less due to their opposing goal of helping the experimenter.
Thus, a conflict seems to have existed between targets of
prosocial behavior, that is, between helping the experi-
menter and the confederate, rather than between achievement
orientation and prosocial orientation. While the pro-
social factor appeared to orient subjects to the test, the
achievement factor resulted in an orientation toward the
confederate. High achievement subjects reported that it
was relatively (and significantly) more important to
respond to the other person than to satisfy the experi-
menter .
Still, high prosocial individuals were not entirely
experimenter oriented. In the low need condition, they
were experimenter oriented, but in the high need condition,
they appeared confederate oriented. The high prosocial-
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-on
high achievement individuals in the low need conditi,
worked on the test. In the high, relative to the low,
need condition, these individuals gave their attention to
the confederate, but were significantly less comfortable.
Perhaps their decreased comfort arose from their felt
obligation to the experimenter, which, in the high need
condition, they did not act upon. The P^A^ individuals
appeared to experience conflict in the high need condition.
Conflict was not anticipated for subjects with high
prosocial-low achievement motivation. It was expected
that these subjects would act in accord with the dominant
motive, i.e., prosocially, in both high and low need con-
ditions. For P^A^ subjects, an unexpected conflict
appears to have arisen between potential targets of
prosocial behavior: the experimenter and the confederate.
In the low need condition, the confederate's need was
minimal while in the high need condition the confederate's
need was moderate. In both situations, the experimenter's
need was constant. In low need, the prosocial individuals
may have sensed the confederate's need, albeit minimal,
and attempted to evaluate the needs of both involved
individuals. The experimenter (test oriented behavior)
was favored by P2A^ subjects in the low need condition
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and consequently discomfort was experienced with the
confederate. In high need, the confederate's need
dominated and the confederate was favored behaviorally.
The P^A^ subjects in the high need condition felt that
they had sufficient justification for neglecting the
test and so felt comfortable with the confederate. Such
a conclusion is supported since subjects in low need
wrote significantly more than P^ subjects in the high
need condition during their interaction with the confed-
erate. Also, the conflict measure which consisted of
the frequency of test oriented nonverbal behaviors
subtracted from the frequency of confederate oriented
behaviors provided evidence that the target of prosocial
behavior differed for P^ subjects depending upon the need
condition. For P^ subjects, the margin favoring confed-
erate oriented behaviors was significantly greater in
the high need than in the low need condition. Again, in
the high need condition, high prosocial subjects appeared
to have a clear idea of where their attention was most
needed. In the high need condition, concern for the
experimenter paled beside the immediate problem which the
confederate disclosed. In sum, it emerged that the P^A,
2 1
subjects were helpful toward the confederate, but only
in the high need condition.
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Low prosocial-high achievement subjects were helpful
regardless of the need condition, but these subjects
were also test involved in both low and high need con-
ditions. The test involvement of these subjects was not
apparent on the measures of verbal behavior. Verbally,
these subjects excelled all other groups in their
responsiveness to the confederate. Only on the nonverbal
measures did their test oriented behavior emerge. On the
same conflict measure discussed above, the P^A^ subjects
had a greater margin favoring helpfulness to the confed-
erate in the low rather than in the high need situation
(a nonsignificant trend). In the high need condition, it
appeared that P^A^ subjects, rather than decreasing their
responsiveness to the confederate, extended the duration
of their interaction (a significant difference) and, at
the same time increased the amount of time they spent
working during the interaction (a significant difference).
Their working during the interaction did not seem to
reflect a lack of interest in the confederate or an attempt
at disengagement since the amount of problem oriented
questions which these subjects asked remained at about
the same high level in low and high need conditions.
Personality variables appeared to determine helping
style as well as helping target. High prosocial subjects
helped by listening, which is attested to by the signifi-
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cant effects on the nonverbal measures oriented toward
the confederate. In terms of their verbal behavior,
they gave significantly less verbal response than the
high achievers and did not differ significantly from the
other subjects. The pattern of responsiveness which
emerged was that of the receptive listener who, super-
ficially at least, might appear passive. The pattern of
responsiveness raight be likened to the Rogerian school of
therapy, which gives empathy but not direction or advice.
Empathy, it might be argued, has a strong nonverbal
component. High achievement subjects, by contrast, could
be considered quite active. Their helpfulness to the
confederate emerged extensively on the verbal measures.
Their style of response was to talk quite a lot. Initially,
it appeared that their high frequency of verbal response
might have stifled the confederate. Since the confederate
needed to talk, the helpfulness of the high achievers'
verbal response style was questioned. Gradually, it
emerged that their effort had to be designated helpful as
well. There were no indicators that they were trying to
end their interaction with the confederate, and many
questions were asked. The response style of the high
achievers might be likened to the more active or directive
schools of therapy such as behaviorist, cognitive behavior
modification, rational emotive therapy, etc. Since con-
l6o
flicting schools of therapy have been coexisting for a
long time, each with claims of successful intervention,
'
the ultimate conclusion here seemed that both these
personality styles intended to help. The ultimate judge
of whether the subjects actually succeeded in helping
would have to be the confederate. The judgment of the
confederates, it is suspected, would largely depend on
how well the subject's style matched up with the confed-
erate's own personality and stylistic preferences.
Personality dimensions led to differing interpretations
of the situation. Situational dimensions also had impact
on personality. The personality groupings responded
differentially, flexibly, to changed situational circum-
'
stances. Major goals of the present study were to
demonstrate the importance of person-situation interactions.
Such an interactionist position did find support in the
data
.
High achievers regarded the situation as one in which
they could respond to both the test and to the person.
In the low need situation, where the need of the confed-
erate was not great, their division of attention between
the test and the confederate worked. High achievers,
similarly to other subjects, were comfortable in the low
need condition, liked, and felt liked by the confederate.
They did not perceive the confederate as needing help
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although they did report that it was important to
respond to the confederate. With the heightened distress
of the confederate in the high need condition, it became
a bit more difficult for the high achievers to divide
their attention between the confederate and the test.
Behaviorally, they managed to do both the test and the
responding to the confederate by extending the length
of the interaction. The test must have had some importance
for them, or they, like the high prosocial individuals
would have been able to put aside the test in the high
need situation. The high achievers, therefore, do seem
to have had concern for completing the test. High
achievers, in the high need situation, might have felt
pressured or conflicted. In the high need situation they
were, perhaps, less confident that they could accomplish
both goals of helping and test taking. Their ratings of
the confederate tended to be less positive in the high,
relative to the low, need condition (a nonsignificant
trend)
.
In the Introduction, a model for the prediction of
helping behavior was presented. It now remains for the
discussion to evaluate the model in terms of the results
of the study. The model, in essence, stated that a match
was necessary between the help required and the character-
istics of the person or the would-be helper. Competence
162
prerequisites were evaluated as necessary, but not
sufficient, for helping. Prosocial values, concerns,
empathy, comprised an additional set of prerequisites.
Last, the importance of assessing competing goals or
values (i.e.. conflicting with help-giving) which were
of importance to the potential helper and which were
elicited by the situation was stressed.
In the present study, competence prerequisites were
assumed rather than measured. The help required was
basically that of sympathetic listening. In pilot testing,
subjects did not find the situation one that was difficult
to respond to. Therefore, the competence required for
response to the confederate was minimal.
Prosocial values were measured as were achievement
concerns. The former was thought to be essential if
helping was to result. The latter was considered to
potentially mitigate helping behavior for those individuals
who were concerned with both helping and achievement.
What emerged was that helping may result from many
motivational sources, and not just from prosocial sources.
A person who believes himself not to be particularly pro-
social in orientation, may still help if help-giving
presents a "challenge" and the person is one who likes to
respond to challenges, for example. The ^1^2 individuals
may fall into this classification. These individuals
163
appeared the most helpful in both high and low need
conditions. They seemed to enjoy the interaction with
the confederate more, though, when they did not perceive
the confederate as needing help, that is, in low need.
When, in the high need condition, they did perceive their
behavior as helping, they continued to interact, but
rated the confederate in slightly less positive terms
(nonsignificant difference).
Helping may also result from prosocial motivation.
PgA^ individuals did not appear to help the confederate
very much in the low need condition. Instead, they
directed their prosocial motivation toward the experi-
menter who needed their cooperation in filling out a
personality measure. Yet, these prosocial subjects were
aware of the confederate's desire to express herself. As
a result of this awareness, these P^A^ subjects experienced
discomfort with the confederate in the low need condition.
In the high need condition, these subjects gave their
attention to the confederate in recognition of her
distress and put aside the personality test. Where their
help was clearly needed by the confederate, they gave it
willingly. These subjects tended (nonsignificantly ) to
experience less discomfort and to rate the confederate in
slightly more positive terms in the high need condition,
in contrast to other subjects.
16^
The model predicted that subjects who had competing
goals elicited by the situation would experience psychol-
ogical conflict. It was originally considered that the
subjects would not be able to respond to the confederate
and also to work on the test in the experimental situation.
The time for the first test was limited to 20 minutes,
and it was 8-10 minutes into the test taking period
that the confederate initiated her script. It emerged
that the subjects who were expected to experience the
greatest degree of conflict, the P^A^ individuals, did
experience conflict, but only in the high need condition;
these individuals were significantly less comfortable
with the confederate. What was not anticipated was the
conflict experienced by the P^A^ subjects in the low need
condition. It was expected that the latter subjects would
be the most sensitive or aware of the confederate's need
in the low need condition. The cues for the confederate's
need were minimal in this condition. It was further
expected that this recognition would lead these subjects
to offer the greatest degree of help in low need compared
to all other subjects. The latter expectation was not
confirmed. Instead, their awareness led them to experience
somewhat more discomfort or psychological conflict (a non-
significant trend) since they opted to try to satisfy the
experimenter in the low need situation.
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Concluding Remarks.
Where subjects were high prosocial-low achievement,
they appeared to be relatively certain about what they
were doing in the high need condition, and less certain
in the low need condition. When exposed to low need,
they worked on the test, thus helping the experimenter.
They felt a bit uncomfortable with the confederate, which
possibly indicated that they were experiencing some
conflict between the need of the experimenter and the
need of the confederate. With the minimal need of the
confederate in the low need situation, these subjects
decided to work, but their working while interacting
with the confederate made them uneasy. When exposed to
high need, these subjects stopped work and responded to
the confederate. In the high need condition, these sub-
jects felt quite comfortable with and positively toward
the confederate. The confederate's need justified the
disruption to their work in the high, but not in the
low, need condition.
Where subjects were low prosoc ial-high achievement,
they appeared to be certain about what they were doing.
If exposed to low need, they responded to the confederate
and did not work on the test during the interaction.
Since the overall duration of the interaction was not
extensive, they may have felt they could finish the test
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after the interaction. If exposed to high need, these
subjects extended the duration of their interaction with
the confederate, but worked on the test during the inter-
action. Now that the interaction was longer, they needed
to pay attention to the confederate and to the test if
both goals (responding to the other person and to the
test) were to be accomplished. It is possible that they
felt pressured in the high need condition for they rated
the confederate less positively than similar subjects in
the low need condition (a nonsignificant trend).
Where individuals were both high prosocial and high
achievement, the certainty of how to behave appeared to
be present for them in the low need condition, but lacking
in the high need condition. In the low need condition,
these subjects worked on the test, thus helping the exper-
imenter and satisfying themselves. They viewed the
confederate positively. In the high need condition,
their prosocial inclination appeared to guide their overt
behavior, but their achievement orientation appeared to
guide their perceptions. They liked the confederate less
and felt less well liked relative to similar subjects in
the low need condition. They extended their period of
interaction with the confederate, and did not work on the
test. They were the only group to risk not completing the
test and may have been feeling pressured as a result.
16?
Their perceptions were similar to the low prosocial-high
achievement subjects, but their actions were similar to
high prosocial-low achievement subjects.
Subjects who were low prosocial-low achievement went
along with all the situational demands to some degree.
They did some of the test and some responding to the
confederate in both the low and high need conditions.
In low need, they perceived the confederate favorably.
Perhaps they viewed the confederate's initiating the
conversation as friendly and responded in kind in their
evaluations. In the high need condition, there was
more pressure on the subjects to respond to the con-
federate due to the increased need the confederate was
expressing. Perhaps they viewed the confederate's
initiating the conversation in the high need condition
as due to her own inner need rather than as a friendly
gesture toward the confederate (Derlega & Chaikin., 1975 ).
In any case, these subjects did not rate the confederate
as positively in the high need conditions (a nonsignif-
icant trend). In the two need situations , the verbal
behavior of these subjects was about the same. In the
high need situation their nonverbal behavior was more
test oriented relative to similar subjects in the low
need condition.
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The meaning of the prosocial factor which emerged from
the results was that of consideration of others. Due
consideration was given to all individuals involved.
High prosocial individuals appeared to carefully consider
their responsibility to the experimenter and the confed-
erate's need to talk. In the low need condition, high
prosocial subjects worked on the test during their
interaction with the confederate. When the confederate's
need was high, high prosocial subjects no longer worked
during their interaction with the confederate. The
confederate was given their entire attention.
The meaning of the achievement factor which emerged
was that of helpfulness also. In the low need situation,
these individuals had a relatively short, but intense,
interaction with the confederate. They did not work
during the interaction. They may have been quite confi-
dent that they could accomplish both goals consecutively
since they did not perceive the confederate in the low
need condition as being in need of help. To high
achievers, it appeared that the low need interaction was
friendly. In the high need situation, these individuals
recognized the need of the confederate, they interacted
for a longer period of time, but worked during the inter-
action. It seemed that they felt the need to accomplish
both helping and test-taking goals. It emerged that the
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high achievers did not experience conflict in the low
need condition. The goals of working on the test and
responding to the confederate did not seem to them to
be mutually exclusive. In the high need condition, they
recognized that the confederate had a need to talk and
that the two goals might not be met consecutively. When
high achievers were also low prosocial, they worked on
the test during the interaction. Helping did not out-
weigh their need to work on the test. When high achievers
were also high prosocial, they did not work on the test
during the interaction and experienced discomfort.
Implications for Future Research.
With increasingly careful specification of the import-
ant situational dimensions as well as improved understand-
ing of personality dimensions, more accurate prediction of
behavior should be possible. For implementation of an
interactionist position in research, advancement in the
areas of both personality assessment and situational
assessment will be important. For example, a better
understanding of the "obligatory" and "responsible" com-
ponent of the prosocial factor might have anticipated
prosocial subjects' goal of helping the experimenter. A
better understanding of the achievement motivation of women
might have anticipated the highly verbal responsiveness
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avior
of female high achievers and the activation of their
achievement motivation by a discussion of an interpersonal
relationship. Interac tionist research, as demonstrated
here, can lead to some interesting empirical findings,
but remains somewhat limited by the present state of
psychological research and the complexity of human beh
The importance of personality as a filter through
which the world is viewed and interpreted and as a media-
tor of response style was successfully demonstrated here.
Although the tentative model utilized led to imperfect
predictions, the liability appears less in the process
aspects of the model than in the content aspects. In
other words, the model led to specification of certain
dynamic relationships within the organization of personal
ity (the idea of hierarchical arrangement of motives
discussed in the Introduction) and between personality
and situation, which were not undermined, if not totally
supported, by the present test of the model. Rather, the
content aspects such as the understanding of the meaning
of prosocial orientation and achievement orientation were
imperfect. On the whole, the present study can be con-
sidered the beginning of a research strategy which, with
further refinements, could prove quite successful.
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Note: Only those measures which cannot be found in
copyrighted sources are included here. The copyrighted
measures can be found in the references. These measures
are
:
Social desireability (Crowne & Marlowe, 196k);
Acceptance of responsibility to the self for others'
welfare (AR), (Schwartz, I968);
Rokeach's Values Test (Rokeach, I973);
The empathy test (Hogan, I969);
Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970 ); and
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (Edwards, 195^).
Three measures, "Achievement," "Affiliation," and
"Orientation to the Psychological Needs of Others" were
constructed for the present study by the author in
collaboration with Ervin Staub. These measures are
included here.
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Introduction
The purpose of the study is to better understand the person-
ality charaoteristics of normal individuals. We are focusing on
what Characteristics go with what other charaoteristics in order
to learn something about how personality characteristics are
organized.
There are several tests that will follow. Our objective is to
find out how various aspects of personality are related to each
other, and if they do relate to each other. Most studies choose
one particular aspect of personality to look at in isolation, for
example, achievement orientation. It is our hope to get a more
rounded picture of individual personality. As a result of this
objective the testing session is fairly long. '
A few of the personality tests we have are different from
personality tests that are generally used, in that they clearly
indicate what the purpose of the test is. This is true of the
tests that we developed and some that we adapted from their
original form because they have been used in other personality
projects in this way; by keeping the format the same for these
tests we will be able to make comparisons with other personality
studies. In the tests that we developed we indicate by the name
of the test what the test is about, and the questions in the
test are quite direct. We are assuming that when people are
asked direct questions about themselves, in a situation like
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this one, the information obtained is more accurate than when
the questions are disguised. Also, we are hoping that the
questions will be more interesting to answer when the meaning is
clear.
There are no right or wrong answers on any of these tests: we
are all different to some extent, and answers which accurately
describe one person will be different from answers which accur-
ately describe another person. There may be times when in order
to accurately describe ourselves we have to say things which we
believe other people would regard as negative. We do not regard
any of your statements about yourself as negative; we hope that
your answers will reflect how you feel. The more accurately your
answers represent what you believe and feel, the more they will
contribute to our understanding of human personality.
Personality may be considered to have several aspects: intra-
psychic aspects, individual goals and interpersonal goals.
Examples of intrapsychic aspects of personality include an
awareness of what one's needs are as well as the relative
importance of these needs. Individual goals might include
competence, achievement, a comfortable life. Among social goals
might be to have in depth relationships, responsibility toward
others, being accepted by others. These are rough and somewhat
arbitrary divisions since there is likely to be a fair amount of
overlap among these aspects, but they serve to indicate the
kinds of things the tests which follow will relate to.
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we hope that you will find the.e tests interesting to answer.
The last page of the test booklet is hlank. You can use that
space if you care to write some of your reactions to the individ-
ual tests or the testing session as a whole. We would appreciate
any comments
— positive or negative.
Feedback will be provided to any of ycu who are interested.
Please fill in your name and address on your answer sheets. We
will mail results to you. If ycu would like to have more detail-
ed results, they will be provided in a meeting with you so that
the meaning of the results can be clarified. Ycu may expect
results sometime during April.
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Achievement
Achievement is used by different people to refer to differ-
ent things. To What extent do you think each of the follow-
ing things is characteristic of you:
1 2 3 ^ 5
Not charact- Slightlv char P^ir^i.r ^^oderately Very
eristic actfristiP l^/^ l^""' character- charact-xe c acteristic istic eristic
1. The desire to excel at anything you have decided to do.
2. The desire to avoid failing at anything you have decided
to do.
3. The desire to do better than certain others on something
you have decided to do.
^. The desire to see yourself improve regardless of your
standing among others on something you have decided to do.
5. The desire to receive acknowledgment from others for your
ability to do something.
6. The desire to do well, but not necessarily to do except-
ionally well.
Among the following kinds of activities that could create a
desire on your part to do well, consider in which activities
and to what degree you like to do well:1231^ 5
No desire Slight desire Fair desire Moderate des- Strong des
to do well to do well to do well ire to do well ire to do
well
7. Social activities, for example going out with people you
would like to go out with and being liked by those you
choose to like.
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8. Academic activities, schoolwork in general.
9. Your major area of concentration.
10. Sports activities.
11. Artistic or creative activities.
12. Interpersonal sensitivity, to be aware of and under-
standing of others' feelings and circumstances.
13. Interpersonal effectiveness, to be able to lead others,
to make suggestions which others accept.
1^. To keep the place you live clean.
15. To dress attractively.
16. To help someone with a project.
17. Some test of verbal or mathematical ability.
18. Accurately judging the character of others.
19. Do you tend to do your best regardless of the interest
you have in the work?
20. Do you do your best when you are given no reason for
doing something other than that it is part of your job?
N. B. Each item was accompanied by the appropriate 5-point
scale.
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Affiliation
Affiliation is used by different people to refer to several
things. To What extent do you think each of the following
is characteristic of you.
^ 2 3 .
Not ohpr« fl^^^'^l^ ^^"-^ly Moderately Veryc ar- charact- charact- charact- charLtacteristic eristic eristic eristic erisuJ"
A. The desire to be with others
1. with a friend or friends of the same sex
2. with a friend or friends of the opposite sex
3. with someone you've just met of the same sex
4. with someone you've just met of the opposite sex
B. The desire to enjoy the companionship and fellowship of
others, going places and doing things
5. with a friend or friends of the same sex
6. with a friend or friends of the opposite sex
7. with someone you've just met of the same sex
8. with someone you've just met of the opposite sex
C. The desire to share feelings with others, to talk to others
about what's important to you
9. with a friend of the same sex
10. with a friend of the opposite sex
11. with someone you just met of the same sex
12. with someone you just met of the opposite sex
D. The desire to be understood by others, to know that others
can know and accept how you feel about things
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13. with friends of the same sex
1^. with friends of the opposite sex
15. with someone you just met of the same sex
16. with someone you just met of the opposite sex
E. The desire to understand others, to know how others feel
and what's important to them
17. with friends of the same sex
18. with friends of the opposite sex
19. with someone you just met of the same sex
20. with someone you just met of the opposite sex
F. The desire to establish and maintain positive personal
relationships, to want to make new friends and to keep
old friends
21. with friends of the same sex
22. with friends of the opposite sex
23. with someone you just met of the same sex
24. with someone you just met of tne opposite sex
N.B. Each item was accompanied by a 5-point scale.
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Orientation to ntheTB:_j^sxch^^
It is usually not easy to respond when someone seems upset
or has some kind of psychological need, at least not easy to
respond so that we feel satisfied with the way we responded.
Each of us might find it easier to respond to certain kinds
of problems that others might have, or easier to respond
some ways than other ways.
The following questions will be asked in several different
ways. Each question will ask something related to an orien-
tation to others' psychological needs but in regard to
varying others. Each question will be asked for a good
friend as the other, for an acquaintance as the other, a
family member as the other, or a stranger as the other. The
answer you give may be different in regard to each of the
others, or perhaps the same.
A. Do you think that you are generally aware of how another
person is feeling even without being directly told by
the person?
„ Usually
Usually Usually slight- Usually fair- Usually moder- very
not aware ly aware ly aware ately aware aware
1 2 3 5
1
.
when the other is a good friend
2. when the other is an acquaintance
3. when the other is a family member
4. when the other is a stranger
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B. Can you usually understand how another person is feeling
even though you may not have had any similar experienoe
yourself?
stand a lUtlP f^? ^ ^^ ^^^erstand understnd_Little airly well moderately wp11 very well
1. when the other is a good friend
2. when the other is an acquaintance
3. when the other is a family member
^. when the other is a stranger
C. When you understand how another person is feeling does that
enable you to respond to him or her in a supportive or
sympathetic manner?
Slightly Fairly Moderately Very
supportive supportive supportive supportive12 3 ^
^
1. when the other is a good friend
2. when the other is an acquaintance
3. when the other is a family member
4. when the other is a stranger
D. What are the ways that you use to respond to someone who
seems upset or distressed?
I rarely I sometimes 1 do this a I very often I almost al-
do this do this fair amount do this ways do this
1 2 3 Zj: —
5
when the other is a good friend
13- mainly listen so as not to intrude
1^. listen attentively
15. ask questions about the nature of the distress
16. give advice
17. relate own relevant experience
When the other is Rn a cquaintance
18. mainly listen so as not to intrude
19. listen attentively
20. ask questions about the nature of the distress
21
.
give advice
22. relate own relevant experience
When the other is a familv member
23. mainly listen so as not to intrude
2^. listen attentively
25. ask questions about the nature of the distress
26. give advice
27. relate own relevant experience
When the other is a stranger
28. mainly listen so as not to intrude
29- listen attentively
30. ask questions about the nature of the distress
31
.
give advice
32. relate own relevant experience
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E. Do you enjoy knowing that others talk to you about their
problems or that they confide in you?
S 'Infol'' 'IS^r^' Moderately Very ™oh
1 2— eniov en.iov
J 4
^
33. When the other is a good friend
34. when the other is an acquaintance
35. when the other is a family member
36. when the other is someone you just met
37. Do you usually prefer to have friends who confide their
problems to you?
To a slight To some To a moder- Confide Confide
^^^^f- def^ree ate degree extensively completely
F. Do you think you usually have reasonable advice or sug-
gestions when someone is uncertain or in conflict about
something?
^^^e ly Occasionally Generally Often Almost always
1 2 3 -ir~ 5
—
38. when the other is a close friend
39 • when the other is an acquaintance
40. when the other is a family member
41
.
when the other is someone you just met
G. Do you find that you get upset when another person is
distressed even before knowing anything about what the
cause of the distress is?
A little Somewhat Quite Very ^^"^
^ 3 If 5
^2. when the other is a close friend
^3. when the other is an acquaintance
when the other is a family member
^5. when the other is someone you just met
H. Among the following kinds of circumstances that could
create difficulties for someone, consider which circum-
stances you feel more or less able to respond to and to
talk to the person about in a manner that could have
some good effect.
not able to be sympathetic or helpful = 1
a little able to be sympathetic or helpful = 2
somewhat able to be sympathetic or helpful = 3
quite able to be sympathetic or helpful = ^
almost always able to be sympathetic or helpful = ^when the other is a close friend
46. confides in you that he/she is upset due to circumstances
he/she has brought about himself/herself
4?. has a problem related to schoolwork
48. has a problem with a love relationship
^9- has a problem in their family such as the serious
illness or death of a parent
when the other is an acquaintance
50. confides in you that he/she is upset due to circumstances
that he/she brought about himself/herself
51
.
has a problem related to schoolwork
52. has a problem with a love relationship
53. has a problem in the family such as the serious illness
or death of a parent
when^he other is a family member
5^. confides in you that he/she is upset due to circumstances
he/she brought about himself/herself
55. has a problem related to schoolwork
56. has a problem with a love relationship
5?. has a problem in the family such as the serious illness
or death of a parent
when the other i s someone you .just met
58. confides in you that he/she is upset due to circumstances
he/she brought about himself/herself
59. has a problem related to schoolwork
60. has a problem with a love relationship
61. has a problem in the family such as the serious illness
or death of a parent
N.B. Each item was accompanied by the appropriate 5-point
scale
.
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SCRIPT
High Need for Help
After working on the test for about 5 minutes, the confederate
Shifts around in her chair. She is obviously upset and rest-
less. After 8 minutes the confederate begins to talk.
C
s
c
I'm having a hard time concentrating. (Pause 5 seconds.)
I am very upset. That passage about the husband - well, it
reminds me of what happened to me last night. (Pause 5 sec-
onds . )
S:
C: Last night my boyfriend told me he doesn't want to see me
any more. We've been together for two years; we've spent a
lot of our time together. I really thought we had the ideal
relationship. I guess I was wrong. (Pause 5 seconds.) 1
don't know why I'm talking like this. I'm not usually this
way. (Pause 5 seconds.)
S:
C: I don't really know what happened because he wouldn't talk
about it. Only last week he was saying how we could work it
out to be together for the summer .... But then he saw his
family last weekend - maybe they pressured him about us.
(Pause 5 seconds
.
)
S:
C: I feel really miserable. Not only have I lost him, but I
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spent so much time with him that I'll have to change my
Whole life style. We have so many of the same friends and
now I'll feel uncomfortable even with them. (Pause 5 sec-
onds
.
)
I wish he would talk to me about it - I think he should
honestly let me know what the problem is... or am I fooling
myself and looking for an excuse to see him... (Pause 5
seconds
.
)
I know we're supposed to be doing this test now. It's been
good to talk. I'd like to talk some more.
(No offer to talk further; offer to talk.)
Yes: When is a good time?... (try to establish time).
No: Well, back to this. (return to work on test slowly.)
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SCRIPT
Low Need for Help
After working on the test for about 8 minutes, the confederate
stops working and pushes her test booklet aside, a bit dramatic-
ally in order to get the subject's attention. She begins to talk.
(refers to her stopping work.) I ' m having a hard time con-
centrating. (Pause 5 seconds.)
S
C
S:
C 1
s
c
s
I'm a little upset and that passage about the husband - well,
it reminded me of something that happened to me.
Last year my boyfriend told me he didn't want to see me any
more. I'm O.K. now but it was a bad experience at the time.
We'd been together for two years; we spent a lot of time
together. At that time I really thought we had the ideal
relationship. But I was wrong. I saw him last night and I
started thinking about it again. (Pause 5 seconds.)
I don't completely understand what happened because he
wouldn't talk about it. A week before he broke it off he
had been talking about how we could work things out to be
together for the summer. Then he suddenly ended it....
I
suspect his parents pressured him about us. (Pause 5 seconds)
C: I remember I felt miserable. Not only did I lose him, but I
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spent so n,uch ti.e with hi. that I had to ohange ™y whole
life style. We had so .any of the sa.e friends and I felt
uncomfortable with them. (Pause 5 seconds).
I wish he had been willing to talk - then I wouldn't still
be wondering what went wrong. (Pause 5 seconds.
)
I know we're supposed to be doing the test now. It's been
good to talk. I'd like to talk some more. (Pause 5 seconds)
(No offer to talk later; offer to talk.)
Yes: When is a good time?.
..(try to establish a time.)
No. Well
- back to this (return to work on test slowly.)
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Kathy Stewart
My family is living outside of Boston, the North Shore - if
you know where that is, it's Gloucester. I spent most of my
life (New York, Boston, depending on C's acoent)
. My mother
doesn't work, my father works for GE. I have one older brother,
22, and two younger sisters, 18 and 16.
This was my first close relationship. We used to do a lot of
things together
- tennis, studying, skiing.
I live at Southwest. I want to have a career, want to be
treated as an equal by men, but I am not a feminist.
My boyfriend is studying economics. He planned to go to law
school. His family was thrilled about that. He will be the
first to finish college in their family.
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Course schedule: Kathy Stewart
Personality: Simonson at 8:00 TuTh
Methods: Lecture, Meyers Tu 1:25 Thompson 106
Lab, Tu 2:30-5:30
Sociology 101: Stokes Tu Th 9:05 Thompson 102
English, Woman as Hero: Culley MWF 12:20
Food Science: MWF 3:35 Mahar
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Supplementary Script
Answers to questions the subject .ay as. about the situation or
persons involved.
1
.
Which passage?
A. It's the second one, something about problems between a
husband and a wife.
2. Why do you think it's his parents?
A. I'm guessing but I know his parents were really thrilled
about his wanting to go to law school and they were
afraid a serious relationship with a girl - me - would
interfere
.
3. Why don't you just ask him, insist that he explains - say you
won't leave until he tells you?
A. I did try last night but I wasn't thinking straight...!
couldn't believe what he was saying.
^. (For the low need script) Didn't you ever find out anything
more in all this time?
A. Well, he didn't want to talk. He kept insisting it would-
n't change anything. He said he still cared about me but
that we couldn't go on. After a while I stopped trying.
I didn't want to keep upsetting myself. I tried. It
didn't work so I tried to avoid him and get over it.
5- Why can't you see your friends? Why don't you feel comfort-
able with your friends? Didn't the awkwardness with your
friends pass?
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A. (Low need script) At first I was afraid of running into
him, so I avoided going to the usual places. And I guess
I didn-t want reninders of hi. - so I drifted apart fro.
our common friends
- and gradually I've
.ade new friends
(High need script) l don't want to run into hi™. I.„
afraid when I see the™ I'll get too upset. And I hate it
When people feel sorry for ™e. There's one girl I li.e to
talk to in my dorm but she has classes all day.
6. (Low need) Have you talked to him or seen hi. since it
happened?
A. I haven't really. I saw him a couple of times. We
acknowledged each other, made some comments about the
weather like we were never any closer. Last night was
like that too. Once we talked but we didn't really com-
municate.
7. What was he like?
A. He wasn't too good at talking about his feelings. I had
to really work at it to get him to be open about his
feelings....! still believe he loves (loved) me but his
career and family are important to him. He's their only
son and the first in his family to go through college.
His family is very proud of him and they really want him
to go to law school
.
3. Is this your first serious relationship?
A. Yes, I never got this involved with anyone before. I
used to enjoy going out but I never got close
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9. (Low) Are you going out with anyone now?
A. Yes. I go out once in a while now. I haven't gotten
really close to anyone since Jim.
10. (Low) What sort of person would you like to meet?
A. That's not easy to answer. I'd like a man to be open
and honest with me - someone I could talk to and have
fun with without getting too dependent.
11. Why don't you leave if you're upset? You could finish the
experiment some other time.
A. (High) Well. I don't want to disappoint the experimenter,
and anyway, no one is in the dorm to talk to now.
APPENDIX C
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Introduction to Session 2
These tests are somewhat different from the ones you
answered in session 1 in that they are more open-ended and
allow you to be more flexible in your responses. They
attempt to avoid limiting your choices.
This first test is straightforward and involves reading
passages that were selected from novels or short stories
and evaluating the characteristics of the person described
in the passage. The characteristics you select from the
many possible represent what is of interest to you or what
is meaningful to you. We would like to know whatever your
reactions are. There are no right or wrong answers. You
will have about 20 minutes to work on it. Please do as
much as you can. Also, write your name on the booklet.
Why don't you read over the instructions and look at the
adjective check list which follows each passage to see if
you have any questions. You can write the description
that's asked for on the page which has the passage. (Wait
a couple of minutes to give them a chance to do this.) Do
you have any questions? (Answer questions.) O.K.
I want to score some tests in my office. In 15 to 20
minutes I'll come back and explain the next test. My office
is just down the hall - Bartlett IIB if you want me.
207
Introduction
Fir.t we would Uke you to write a brief description of how
you feel and what you think ahout the person you read ahout:
a.. Whether you feel close to him or distant, b.
, whether
you understand why he behaved as he did or talked the way
he did, 0. What seems to concern this person, etc. After
you have written this description we would like you to
indicate your impressions of the person described in each
passage you read by rating him or her on a number of charact-
eristics. For example, the first characteristic is kindness
If a person is very kind put a cross at number 1. If this
person is fairly kind place a cross at 2 . If this person
is neither kind nor unkind place a cross at 3. If this
person is fairly unkind but a cross at k. If the person is
very unkind put a cross at 5- Continue in the same manner
for each passage.
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Joan went to a school for models when she settled in the
city, but it turned out that she photographed badly, so
after spending six weeks learning how to walk with a book
on her head she got a job as a hostess in a Longchamps.
For the rest of the summer she stood by the hatrack, bathed
in an intense pink light and the string music of heartbreak,
swinging her mane of dark hair and her black skirt as she
moved forward to greet the customers. She was then a big,
handsome girl with a wonderful voice, and her face, her
whole presence, always seemed infused with a gentle and
healthy pleasure at her surroundings, whatever they were.
She was innocently and incorrigibly convivial, and would
get out of bed and dress at three in the morning if someone
called her and asked her to come out for a drink, as Jack
often did. In the fall, she got some kind of freshman
executive job in a department store.
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A husband, unfaithful to his wife, not because he is in'
love with another woman, but in order to assert his inde-
pendence of the married state, comes back from sleeping
with the other woman, with every intention of being discreet,
but "accidentally" does something to give the show away.
This "accident", scent or lipstick or forgetting to wash
off the smell of sex, is in fact why he did it in the first
place, though he doesn't know it. He needed to say to his
wife: "I'm not going to belong to you."
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For months she lived with her daily dishonor, rattled,
ashamed, stubbornly clinging to her secret. But she grew
more and more afraid when, oftener and oftener. Daniel said.
,
"Why do you lie to me? What does this mood of yours mean?"
and she could no longer sleep. In the raw nights, she lay
straight beside him as he slept, and she stared at the
ceiling, as bright as the snow it reflected, and tried not
to think of the sleigh out there under the elm tree but
could think only of it and of the man, her lover, who was
connected with it somehow. She said to herself, as she
listened to his breathing. "If I confessed to Daniel, he
would understand that I was lonely and he would comfort me,
saying, 'I am here, May. I shall never let you be lonely
again.'" At these times, she was so separated from the
world, so far removed from his touch and his voice, so
solitary, that she would have sued a stranger for compan-
ionship.
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Michael Lowes hummed as he shaved, amused by the face he
saw
-
the pallid, asymmetrical face, with the right eye so
much higher than the left, and its syebrow so peculiarly
arched, like a "v" turned upside down. Perhaps this day
wouldn't be as bad as the last. In fact, he knew it
wouldn't be. and that was why he hummed. This was the
bi-weekly day of escape, when he would stay out for the
evening, and play bridge with Hurwitz. Bryant, and Smith.
Should he tell Dora at the breakfast table? No, better not.
Particularly in view of last night's row about unpaid bills.
And there would be more of them, probably, beside his plate.
The rent. The coal. The doctor who had attended to the
children. Jeez, what a life. Maybe it was time to do a new
jump. And Dora was beginning to get restless again-
But he hummed, thinking of the bridge game. Not that he
liked Hurwitz, Bryant, or Smith -- cheap fellows, really -
mere pick-up acquaintances. But what could you do about
making friends, when you were always hopping about from one
place to another, looking for a living, and fate always
against you!
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Rules for Confederates
Pauses. Each ti.e a statement is made, pause for 5 seconds
before continuing. (Count 1001, 1002...). if the subject
responds with a question, answer the question without paus-
ing first, but after your answer pause again for 5 seconds
to give the subject further opportunity to pursue her line
of questioning. If the subject does not respond with a
question, but says something brief like "that's too bad,"
pause 5 seconds before saying anything more. If the subject
talks for a while, pause a bit (5 seconds) as though think-
ing (you probably will be) before answering. Your answer
should be responsive to the topic or direction that the sub-
ject has chosen to take. Again, when you finish talking for
a while
- talk almost as long as the subject has just
finished talking for - pause for the usual 5 seconds before
speaking again. If the subject says nothing, pick up the
script where you left off (providing that it makes sense to
do this. You would not repeat information that the subject
has asked you informally and which you have already answered).
Tangents
.
Any line of discussion the subject introduces must
be followed until dead ended. (Always applying the above
pause rules.) If the subject brings up a script unit which
has not yet come up, it's fine to use the script unit which
is appropriate - just don't repeat it later.
If someone is very talkative, that's fine. You must watch
the time - save the last unit (coffee invitation) until
alnmet 20 minutes have passed. You ™et ask the question
before the experimenter reenters the roo. (which I do when
20 minutes have passed). The coffee unit in this case is
the last resort.
If someone is not talkative, proceed through the script
observing pause rules carefully.
a^^-oontact. When talking, be sure to at least (in the case
of a nonresponsive person) glance at the person a couple of
times trying to make eye contact (to keep the channels of
communication open). When pausing
,
you should look away as
though thinking.
When the other person talks, look at the other person.
^^^J^^nslXene^^ If subject makes reasonable
suggestions. C should acknowledge that they are reasonable
suggestions. C does not cheer up or change her emotional
demeanor. She agrees "intellectually" only - perhaps
saying, "you're right. But I'll have to work on it" or
something similar but appropriate to the context.
APPENDIX E
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a
g
Introduction to Self Disclosure
(Pick up previous forms.) Good. or, if they haven't finished,
say "That's all right, we only need a reasonable sample."
O.K. This last test is open ended also. Here we are inter-
ested in beginnings. Everything begins one way or another - but
once things have begun it's hard to retrace the beginning - of
friendship, a play, a conversation. We're interested in learnin
something about how different people begin a conversation with
someone they have just met.
What I'd like you to do is write a brief description of your-
felf
- the kind of things you would tell about yourself to '
someone you have just met and who is just starting to get to
know you. Think of it as a conversation, but written.
You can take about 5 minutes to write and then you will
exchange what you have written. You can have a little time to
read what the other person wrote, and then return the paper to
her. Then you have another 5 minutes to respond. You may want
to comment on what she has written to you - much as you might if
you were having a conversation. There will be one more exchange
- you'll read what the other person has written and get one more
five minute period to respond.
We're asking you to write it because we're trying to get some
idea of how things get started and this will allow each of you
to start at the same time.. (We can see how each of you sees
things as beginning between people who have just met.)
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Please write your name on your piece of paper. I'll let you
know when it's time to exchange.
APPENDIX F
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Confederate's Guidelines for Self Disclosure
Begin: I've been at UMass for 2| years now. I'm a junior. I
finally decided to major in psychology after switching back
and forth between English and Psychology courses. I think
I'd like some kind of work with kids. I'm thinking about
working at Belchertown this summer if I can get assigned to
a children's wing. I'd like to do more than just read
about psychology.
Second: This response should relate to what the subject has
written. You may pick up on the topic or some aspect of it,
but attempt to relate the response to what she has said.
In this disclosure you may say something evaluative.
Ex. How you had a good experience with kids last summer...
how you're concerned you won't have enough patience to work
with retarded children.
At the end create a tie in to the bovfriend situation.
Ex. We did that together (referring to something the subject
has mentioned). He gave me one (referring to some object
the subject has mentioned). He had that class - he talked
a lot about it (referring to a class the subject has mention-
ed).
Follow the tie in line with the appropriate standard ;
Low distress: I still associate a lot of things with
him.
High distress: It's going to be hard to stop thinking
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about him.
Third: Again tie in your response to what the subject says, if
about boyfriend, respond to that - if not about boyfriend do
not bring him into it again.
In this disclosure you can say something a bit more personal.
Try to say something related to what the subject introduces
about a conflict you are experiencing. For ex., if the
subject says something about a hobby, you could say that you
like to cook, but you feel conflicted about it because it's
such a typical thing for a woman to like. You want to have
a career of sorts, but still have some attraction to the
more traditional woman's role. Your mother never worked and
you don't know anyone else who's managed to have a career
and a family.
APPENDIX G
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Introduction to the Postexperimental Questionnaire'
There's one final part to the study and that's a brief quest-
ionnaire and interview to find out so^e of your reactions to the
otudy. We feel it's easier to do this part one to one, so would
one of you mind going down the hall to ny office, and I'll be
there in a few minutes to talk to you. it's Bartlett IIB.
(Confederate volunteers, saying she'd like to go to the ladies'
room if the subject also volunteers.) Thanks."
O.K. I'd like to start off by having you answer some questions
about your reactions, and then we can do the interview part.
(Give subject the postexperimental questionnaire.)
*(Give confederate a copy of the postexperimental questionnaire.)
You can start on this if you like.
APPENDIX H
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Postexperimental Questions
1. Do^you know What the first test was supposed to measure?
2. If yes, what was it supposed to measure?
3. How important^was it for you to do well on the first test?
. ^
A little Somewhat Moderately Vervimportant important important important important
p?:t^X'fiJsrtes^/°' experimenter that you com-
.
^^'^
^ little Somewhat Moderately Veryimportant important important important important
5. Do you know what the second test was supposed to measure'^
I e s In 0
6. If yes, what was it supposed to measure?
7. How important was it for you to do well on the second test"?
1 234 5
^ot A little Somewhat Moderately Veryimportant important important important important
8. How important was it for the experimenter that you com-
plete the second test?
1 2345
^ot A little Somewhat Moderately Very
important important important important important
9. Were you uncertain about anything in this experiment, about
anything you were supposed to do? Yes No
10. If yes, please state why.
11. Did you think the experimenter wanted you to do anything
in particular in this study? Yes No
12. If yes, what did you think the experimenter wanted you to
do?
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test of first Impfelsionf "beginnings" test or
first impressions we'd Vf; I k^""^ contributes to
questions ^ ^^""^ *° '^^^'^ ^^"ei' the following
^hought'^f'asl t*e:t'n?%?' "hich can also be
the ft^e? pl?son?
impressions, did you like
Did not
like her
3
Neutral
5
1^. Did the other person seem to like you?
1
Did not
like me
Neutral
Liked her
very much
7
Liked me
very much
welir""
^^^""^ ^^^^
^^"^
°^ ^^"^ "^^^^ ^^^^ interact
16
18
Not well 6
23^5
Neutral
Do you think you might have been able to discuss
with the other person, if you had a problem?
7
1
No
4
Maybe
Very well
a problem
7
Yes
17. Do you think she might have been able to discuss a problem
with you, if she had
No
How did the other person
Very Quite A little
happy happy happy
1 2 3
Very Quite A little
cold cold cold
1 2 3
Very Quite A little
honest honest honest
1 2 3
Very Quite A little
open open open
a problem?
3 4
Maybe
A little
Neutral unhappy
4 5
Neutral
4
A little
warm
5
Quite
unhappy
6
Quite
warm
6
7
Yes
Very
unhappy
7
Very
warm
7
A little Quite Very
Neutral dishonest dishonest dishone
^ 5 6 7
A little Quite Very
Neutral closed closed closed
4 5 6 7
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.
Very Quite A littleinterest- interes- interes-ing ting ting
1 2 3
^
Very Quite
depressed depres
1 2
Very Quite A little
carefree carefree carefree
A little
depres
3
Very
nervous
1
Very
callous
1
Very
intell-
igent
1
Quite
nervous
2
Quite
callous
2
Quite
intell-
igent
2
Very Quite
emotional emot'l
1 2
Very
self-
reliant
1
Quite
self-
reliant
2
. 3
A little
nervous
3
A little
callous
3
A little
intell-
igent
3
A little
emot '
1
3
A little
self-
reliant
3
Neutral ^li'ttle
Doring
^ 5
Neutral
Neutral
4
Neutral
4
Neutral
4
Neutral
A little
content
5
A little
worried
5
A little
at ease
5
A little
sensitive
5
A little
Quite Very
boring boring
6 7
Quite Very
content content
6 7
Quite Very
worried worried
6 7
Quite
at ease at
6
Very
ease
7
Quite Very
sensit sensit
6 7
Quite Very
unintell- unintell- unintel
igent igent igent
5 6 7
A little Quite Very
Neutral unemot'l unemot'l unemot'l
^ 5 6 7
A little Quite Very
Neutral helpless helpless helpless^567
19. Was there any conversation between you prior to the second
test? Yes No
20. If yes, who initiated the conversation?
21. If yes, what did you talk about?
22. Did the second conversation influence your reactions to the
other person on the second test?
Very Quite A little Didn't A little Quite Very
negatively neg'ly neg'ly influence positvely pos'ly pos'ly
1 23^567
22?
'^Ve?y' ''°QuUe"' f ^^^avior was appropriate?
inappro- inappro- inappro- Appropriate
priate priate priate Neutral a little ^^^"^^ app^g^iate1 2 3 3 ^ 7
2^. Under the circumstances, did you find it easy or difficultto respond to the other person?
Very Quite A little A little Quite Veryeasy easy easy Neutral difficult difficult difficult
25. If you found it difficult to respond (5, 6 or ? on above
answer)
,
why?
26. Did you think you could give a fair representation of your-
self on the first test?
Very poor Quite poor A little A little Quite Very good
representation poor Neutral good good representation
1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
2?. If you answered 1, 2 or 3 to the previous question why did
you feel you could not represent yourself fairly on the test'
28. Did you think you could give a fair representation of your-
self on the second test?
Very poor Quite poor A little A little Quite Very good
representation poor Neutral good good representatioi12 3 ^56 ?
29. If you answered 1, 2 or 3 to the previous question, why?
30. Did anything seem strange to you?
31. Were you uncomfortable with any aspect of the tests - or
the testing situation?
32. Were you uncomfortable with the other person?
Very Quite A little A little Quite Very
comfortable comfrt comfrt Neutral uncomfrt uncomfrt uncomfrt
1 2345 6 7
33. If at all uncomfortable (5, 6 or 7 to the above question) wh;
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3^. Did you feel suspicious in regard to th
Very Quite A little
"'^"^^ °^^er person?
unsusp- unsusp- unsusp- little Quite Very
-ious icious ieious
.eutral Ti^, f^-^ |-P-^
5 6
35. If yes (answers 5. 6 nr 7 +r. v.D o 7 to the above question), why'?
tI;^^^ro?iLf°^ s^^Le^nls"^^^' ^^^^^^ °- - Pai^- of
a. respond to the first testb. respond to the other person
a. satisfy the experimenter
b. respond to the other person
a. get along with the other personb. respond to the first test
a. respond to the first test
D. satisfy the experimenter
a. get along with the other person
b. respond to the other person
a. get_ along with the other person
D. satisfy the experimenter
37. Did you think the other person had any need for help-?
1 2 3 .
No need A little Some Quite Very
need need needing needing
38. If you answered the above question 2, 3, ^, or 5 did vou
39. If yes, what?
^0. How important was it for you to do a reasonable job on thefirst test m the situation?
1 '2 3 ij, .Not importnt A little Somewhat Quite Very important
41. How important was it for you to satisfy the experimenterm this situation?
1 2 3 Zj, 5 ,
Not importnt A little Somewhat Quite Very important
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Not important A little Somewhat Quite Very importan
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Debriefing Guidelines
I suppose ZouJiave_^u^^ by not that the other person
was part of the experiment. We're interested in what we
^^^""^
^
Xerx important part of human behRvi or - how people
respond to someone who is upset. Psychologists have studied
how people react to someone who is in physical distress but
we know nothing about how people react to someone who is
upset for psychological reasons.
We wanted to learn about how people view someone who is
upset depending upon the reason that makes the person upset;
and to find out what different situations mean to different
people
.
I'd like you to know that you responded in a similar way
to many other people who have participated, and you responded
quite appropriately.
Well, before I say anything more, I want to say that I'm
sorrx "that this was the only way to do this study. I would
have preferred another way. I can only say that it seemed
to me to be important to find out vyhat situations people
respond to and how they respond.
Do you have any questions you'd like to ask me? I'd like
to know how you feel about participating now. Perhaps you'd
like to make some suggestions.
We couldn't figure out a better way to do it, to find out
this kind of information, so we worked very hard to make the
situation a believable one.
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Pilots: We're just getting this project started. Would
you help us out a little by giving us some feedback?
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Scoring Definitions for Nonverbal Dependent Measures
Subject's behavioral responses
Categories and definitions
1. Direction of gaze
a. press
= toward press will be maintained for duartion of
gaze
.
2. Writing
a. press = writes during the period that C attempts to inter-
act; press will be maintained for the duration of writing as
well as to note the occurrence of this behavior.
3. Change of position in chair, toward
a. press S moves toward C psychologically, puts pencil down,
pushes booklet aside, or moves physically forward, moving
back in chair will be included here only when booklet is left
on the table and sitting back indicates full attention to C
excluding booklet.
4. Change of position in chair, away
a. press = S moves psychologically away from C; S moves
physically back in chair taking booklet with her thereby
increasing the distance from C in order to more readily contin-
ue working.
5- Facial expression
a. press = smile; each time S smiles will be noted, and press
will be maintained for duration of smiling.
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Looking through booklet
a. press
= S turns through pages of booklet during the inter-
action period, and again press will be maintained to indioate
the length of time S spends doing this behavior.
APPENDIX K
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Scoring Definitions for Global Ratings
Subject's Verbal Responses
Categories and Definitions
1. responsiveness (attentiveness)
- subject nods, says ™h™.
uhhuh, or echoes C, subject volunteers her attention.
2-- change of topic
- subject attempts to change topic or
divert C-s attention from his concern, subject picks up on
an irrelevant topic considering what the C has introduced
although it may be relevant to the general situation.
3. £0l ite sympathy
- any of the standard responses used for
bad news, that's too bad, what a shame, I'm sorry to hear it.
.
. . for examples
.
^. gives advice
- subject tries to give helpful or positive
advice to the confederate; suggests something constructive
the confederate might do.
-5- tries to calm confederate
- subject tries to reassure or
calm the confederate, emphasizes the likelihood of getting
over it. .
.
6. asks questions - subject asks about the relationship, the
boyfriend, the circumstances of the break up...
^' relates own experience - subject relates some experience of
her own which is relevant to what the confederate is suppos-
edly going through; if the related experience is not
relevant to what the confederate has disclosed, it should be
coded as 2 (see above).
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8- SincM™Eatia_or^™^
. ^^..^^^
^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^
either with greater intensity than the words alone would
-ggest, or expresses her concern
.ore originally than
polite sympathy; trying to respond to C
, to respond acoordinj
to how C is feeling by neither imposing on C nor being
reluctant to get involved with C.
Please rate each subject on each of the above items on the
following scale:123^3
does not do this does this somewhat
. very much
does this a little does this quite a lot
239
Additional iteMs rated on 5-point Likert-type scales were
"impressionistic" in nature and not further defined. These
included
:
9. Suspiciousness.
10. Nervousness.
11. Friendliness.
13. Liking for S.
For item 12, S suggests further interaction, the scale points
were defined as follows:
!• the subject makes no response
2. the subject refuses, offering an excuse
3- the subject hesitantly agrees
^. immediate agreement
5. prior to the confederate's statement, the subject
spontaneously initiates a suggestion to pursue their
discussion
.
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CODING SYSTEM FOR VERBAL INTERACTION
I. Negative Categories and Definitions:
makes some reference expressing a need to work on the test.
Examples: "How muoh time do we have to finish these?"
"How many passages do we have to do?" "We don't have much
time." "We better do this
. . . . She ' 11 be back soon."
^--^i^^n^^gement. (abbr. "diseng") The subject makes a
suggestion which achieves disengagement from the conversa-
tion. There is an element of helpfulness, but the help-
fulness serves the subject's wishes more than the
confederate's. Examples: "Just skip that passage if it
bothers you." "If you're upset why don't you leave?"
"I'm sure she'll understand if you want to go." "Don't
you have friends to talk to?"
3- Reluctance to Be c ome Involved
. (abbr. "reluct") The
subject places limits on her ability to help the confederate
in her situation, usually by pleading ignorance. Examples:
"I can't suggest anything." "I can't say since I don't
really know the whole situation." "I don't know what to
tell you.
"
II. Neutral Categories and Definitions:
4. Minimal Response
. (abbr. "min resp") Brief
responses which acknowledge that the confederate is speak-
ing. Nothing is added to what has been said. Included
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would be echoes where the subject restates in the same or
similar words what the confederate has Just said. Examples:
••Mmhmm." "Uhhuh laughs
. "Really.- "No kidding . "
"Yeah.
"
states information at the confederate's request. Or. the
subject introduces a new topic which is neither the test
nor the problem under discussion.
li-Res^onse to Stimnln. P.oo... p.ther than^
. (abbr. "Pass-
age") Rather than responding to C's disclosure that she
has experienced something related to the stimulus passage.
S responds to the passage and makes some comment about what
the passage states. This category would only be relevant
after C has introduced the particular passage as the un-
pleasant reminder of her own difficulties and after she has
stated its relevance to herself. Examples: "He seems pretty
immature." "I don't like this passage either." S comments
on the character of the man described in the passage.
III. Positive Categories and Definitions:
7. Opini ons and Judgments
. (abbr. "crit") These
responses are not constructive. Rather, they tend to give
vent to S's opinions while leaving C with nothing to do.
Included here would be S's remarks about relationships in
general, such as "Men lie to you," "you can't trust men."
Also included would be judgments about the third parties,
2^3
such as statements of what the boyfriend should or should
not do, or what the parents should or should not do. These
latter statements may be broadened to include statements
about a generalized third party, such as "Parents should
know better." Also would be included similar statements to
the confederate, such as "You should not be so dependent."
"You never should have done that." In the latter case,
only remarks which cannot be considered constructive can be
included; these are remarks which point out whafs too late
to be changed. The remarks are not future oriented, but
merely underscore past mistakes.
S^eneral Questi^. (abbr. "ques") The sub-
ject asks the confederate questions about herself which are
not directly related to the problem. Examples: "Where are
you from?" "Where do you live?" "Where does he live?"
9' standard Sympathy. (abbr. "stan sym") These remarks
are overused responses to bad news. Examples: "What a
shame." "That's too bad." "That's lousy." "Wow."
"That's strange." "That's weird." "That's terrible."
"Oh God." "Oh no."
,
10. Relating Own Experience
. Subject relates some experience
of her own or of someone she knows which is relevant to
what C has related. If the personal experience which S
relates is not relevant, it would not be coded here, but
under change of topic. The related experience should
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match or be similar to what C has described. S talks about
herself or a friend on the same topic. The topic in general
would include difficult male-female relationships. She
does not attempt to make any direct tie in with C's problem.
Examples, "Thafs happened to me too." "My boyfriend's
parents are afraid I'll interfere with his career, too."
•My boyfriend's parents don't like me too, but because we
are different religions."
11. Advice
. Included here are responses which suggest C
take some action to change her situation. It offers C
alternative behaviors. The focus is on something that C
can do. Examples: "Talk to him." "Plan to spend more
time with friends." "When you're feeling less upset, try
to talk to him about it." "Talking to him can't make the
situation any worse."
12. Problem Oriented Questions
. (abbr. "prob ques") These
questions are directly related to the problem. Examples:
"Did you have a fight?" "Was there any warning?" "Do you
still miss him?" "Do you see him now?"
1^ Support. (abbr. "support") The subject
goes beyond the standard sympathetic phrase to indicate
her understanding. Examples: "That must have been rough
for you." "Two years is such a long time." Understanding
is also expressed by' statements which give perspective to
the problem. Examples: "In the long run it may be better."
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"He may have got soared." "Don't blame yourself too rauoh .
"
"There must be some explanation." Perspective may also be
provided by the subjeofs relating her way of handling a
similar situation that oould be applicable to the present
situation. Example, "My way, when we broke up was to ask
for an explanation."
"I prefer to know so I would probably
ask." This category is marked by 1) demonstration of
understanding (not merely "I know."), 2) offering per-
spective, alternative views of the situation, alternative
approaches (without saying "You should" do this or that).
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Scoring of Subject's Willingness to Engage in R.ture Inter-
action with Confederate, or Responses to Confederate's
Statement that She'd "Like to talk some more"
1 = the subject makes no response.
2 = the subject refuses offering an excuse.
3 = the subject hesitantly agrees.
4 = immediate agreement
.
5 = prior to the confederate's statement, the subject
spontaneously initiates a suggestion to pursue their
discussion
.
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TABLE 53
DEPRESSED-CONTENT
Cell Means
^
^
—
^
3.11 3.42 2.08 2.22
A« 3-67 3.54 2.10 2.292
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 36.86 1 36.86 35.60 .001
P
.23 1 .23 .22 ns
A •78 1 .78
.75 ns
NP
.05 1 .05 .05 ns
NA .46 1 .46 .44 ns
PA
.22 1 .22 .21 ns
NPA
.32 1 .32 .31 ns
Within cell 85.93 83 1 .04
2-4-9
TABLE 5^
CAREFREE-WORRIED
Cell Means
N.
N,
^.89 4.17 5-50 5.00
4.33 4.15 5.10 5.50
Summary of Analysis of Variancf
Source SS df MS F P
N 20.75 1 20.7 5 21 .44 .001
P 1 .00 1 1 .00 1
.03 ns
A
.16 1 .16
.17 ns
NP
.96 1 .96
• 99 ns
NA
.65 1 .65 .68 ns
PA 2.87 1 2.87 2. 96 .085
NPA .18 1 .18 .18 ns
Within cell 80.32 83 .97
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TABLE 55
NERVOUS-AT EASE
Cell Means
"2
—!2_
_Il !2
^1 5.00 3.83 ,+ .u
'2 5-17 5.08 4.30 4.50
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 15.03 1 15.03 7.41 .008
P
.53 1
.53 .26 ns
A 2.^7 1 2.^7 1 .22 ns
NP
.19 1 .19 .09 ns
NA
.22 1 .22 .11 ns
PA
.22 1 .22 .11 ns
NPA
.08 1 .08 .04 ns
Within cell 168.30 83 2.03
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TABLE 56
SELF RELIANT-HELPLESS
Cell Means
^1
^^
_ii \
^1 3.00 3.1^2 4.00 3.89
^2 ^-^^ 3.08 3.50 3.64
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 8.28 8.28 5.31 .022
P . 20
.20
.13 ns
A 1.61 1 .61 1.03 ns
NP .15 .15 .10 ns
NA .29 .29 .19 ns
PA .05 .05 .03 ns
NPA .64 .64 .41 ns
Within cell 129.36 83 1.56
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TABLE 57
PERSON NEEDED HELP
Cell Means
"2
^1 2-^^ 2.33 3.00 3.11
^2 2.17 2.23 3.00 3.07
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 12.43 1 12.43 10.67 .002
P
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
A
.32 1 .32 .28 ns
NP .14 1 .14 .12 ns
NA .26 1 .26 .23 ns
PA
.09 1 .09 .08 ns
NPA .15 1 .15 .13 ns
Within cell 96.68 83 1 .17
TABLE 58
HAPPY
-UNHAPPY
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N.
Cell Means
N,
4.16 5.83 5-56
3-58 4.00 5.90 5.
Summary of Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F P
N 71 .74 1 71 .74 59 .96 .001
P
.01 1 .01 .01 ns
A
.62 1 .62
.52 ns
NP
.34 1 .34 .29 ns
NA 2.63 1 2.63 2 .19 .138
PA 1 .22 1 1 .22 1 .02 ns
NPA
.29 1 .29 .25 ns
Within cell 99.31
.
83 1 .20

